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Productivi
with the Same or Leas

Ei EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Statmoewide Evaluation Report
USOE USg ; OF TECHNOLOSY TO IMPROVE

WillicrINV SKILLS PROJECTS
1985-86

Increased productivi* Lan the use of educational i-AIC funds is avalid

societal concern. Increasee educational productivity s likely to be of

particular interest to taxpayetnws and government officials in a state, such as

Utah, where the public se-11040_4=1 population is increasing and many people

believe that the tax base to alrfflupport schools is severely strained. increased

productivity can be thought 4:of as teaching a greater number of students with

the same tax money, or aa gr-nreater achievement of desirable educatimal

outcomes without increases in ea expenditures per student-

Writing Skills are Basic

The development of stedentlits' writing skills is an educational objective

which appears to have nearly Ilminiversal support in our society. The abil ty

to write is not only essentia "al in one's personal life, and importantas a

means of self-expression, bat -* is a central prerequisite to economic success.

At the same time, it is widely -greed that students need to write in order to

learn to write, and th,_:t tbettar opportunities to do so are typically not

sufficient. Along with practi _lice in writing, individualized comments and

suggestions for improvement je indispensable if significant gairva in writing

skills are to be achieved.

WANDAH Was Intendeito limnyoom Productivity
in EXeglish Classes

The 'Use of 'Technology t Improve Writing Skills" project_ if the Utah

State Office of EducatiOn (V Productivity Program are aimed at increased



productivity in the area of Huc'er

which the word is defined

skills by increasing the amount

of individualized w

primarily in the second sense in

is to improve students' writing

which students do and the amount

1h,7v r To that end, each project has

used the WAIEJAH (1,41 ld ar ft--4,r1s Helper) computer writing system in

a computer writing lab in -:tiorz with the language a ts curriculum.

The first WANDAH produL iv) r_y project was funded by USOE at the Logan

High School during the 1984-A5 tchool Year. A positive first-year evaluation

of the Logan project led USOE to fund seven additional projects during the

1985-86 School Year. (Eight projects were funded, but reference throughout

this report will be to seven projects. One of the new projects, using
telecommunications to bring writing instruction to remote schools in the

northeastern part of Utah, encountered technological probl ms which delayed

implementation so long that evaluation was not feasible this year.) The

seven project schools, located in urban and rural areas from Spanish Fork to

Logan, are Logan High School, Mountain Crest High School, North Summit Middle

and High Schools, Park City High School, Pleasant Grove High School, Roy High

School, and Spanish Fork High School.

In each WANDAH project writing lab, there are from 12 to 20 computers,

not enough computers to accommodate a total class of students, except
occasionally in one school district which has relatively small student-
teacher ratios. All but one of the writing labs have a paid writing lab
aide. Five of the six paid aides are professionally trained teachers who
have been out of teaching and have now come back to the field; one aide is an

experienced paraprofessional.

The students involved in the WANDAH projects are pri arily eleventh and

twel f th graders. However, some ninth and tenth graders are given
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introductory experience on co puters; and, in one school district the

stucJents in a middle school (seventh and eighth graders) have had writing on

the computer iiincluded as part of thEir language arts instruction this year.

Most of tithe new projects were not able to begin use of the WANDAH system

when school em-ittarted in the fall because equipment and software had not

arri_ved. SLar-up times ranged from October to December. Evaluation of the

projects, themmefore, is based on a period of use from late fall until l te

spring (April), when site visits and posttesting took place.

Two types of data were gathered for the evaluation: 1) At each project

schcKA, users - f the WANDAH project--English teachers, students, the school

principal, and : nonEnglish teachers--were interviewed during an all-day site

vis (2) cJuantitative data were obtained through pre and post

administrati ns of writing prompts (one of which w scored for number of

studlent revisic=nns and both of which were scored for quality of writing using

comxmKm accept-ted holistic coding), pre- and posttesting with a surlrey of

attLtudes towsaord writing, and a posttest survey of attitudes toward writing

with computers--

%UMW Helped the-
Lemmxing of Wrting Skills

Prom the =_Isite-visit interviews, it was dramatically evident that the

WALID.AllprOjeCt had resulted in increased productivity in the second senii of

the word--thatit is, there had been increases in the amount of teaching of

writing and irmn the quantity of student writing, without a decrease in

tew=her-studem=at ratios and with some attendant increases in quality of

Studerxmats, teachers, and principals were generally in agreement that

studients were c=loing more writing assignments and writing longer, and better,

compositions LLEI the writing labs than before. Principals, in particular,
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commented on he increased instruction as a positive productivity outcome of

the WANDAH projects.

Teachers and studen s agreed that students were producing higher quality

writing on the computer and enjoying writing more. In fact, many students

who had disliked writing before were now enjoying it, and teachers commented

that studetts who had not known that they could write were turning out

surprisingly creative and well-done pieces of writing on the computer. Many

students reported that WANDAH was both fun and easy to use, and that writing

on the computer helped to relieve their writing anxiety.

Based on comments during the interviews, there is some uncertainty about

the extent to which, at this brief point in the projects' histories, quality

of writing and attitudes toward writing had transferred from the computer to

other English assignments or to assignments in other courses. Some teachers

thought better writing quality &nd attitudes toward writing were discernible,

even on nonEnglish-class writing assignments; others were not so sure.

Students' judgments also varied as to whether the improved quality which they

perceived in their own writing when using the computer and their reportedly

positive attitudes toward w iting with computers had yet transferred to

noncomputer writing situations. Some students were convinced that their

writing and/or attitudes were, in general, better; some were uncertain; a few

were sure that no transfer had occurred.

The quantitative data did not contradict what was communicated during

the interviews. Project students' gains in quality of writing and attitude

scores from pretesting to posttesting varied, with some groups even showing

declines. Comparisons of groups of eleventh and twelfth-grade project

students with eleventh and twelfth-grade students in a comparison school

revealed a similar pattern of inconsistency. However, overall project
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students had more gains as compared to the comparison groups, particularly at

the twelfth-grade level.

WANDAR Affected the PUll Range of Students

The near unanimous positive reaction to the WANDAH projects by students,

teachers (including nonEnglish tecchers, who would like to see use of the

writing labs extended more frequently to their curricular areas and the

writing labs more readily available for nonEnglish-class use by students),

and principals was surprising. Educational innovations rarely have such wide

appeal. There were varyinc reasons for the reports of effectiveness, and

attractiveness, of the WANDAH system with a wide spectrum of students. The

more academically-oriented and skilled writers appreciated in particular the

word processing part of the WANDAH system which allowed them to make

revisions easily; the less academically-oriented skilled writers especially

appreciated the neatness of their printed papers along with the editing aids

which hel_

The re

them to detect usage

acro

d spelling errors.

grade levels, as well as across students

motivation and writing skills. Thewith differing degrees of academi

director of the project ;Mich included seventh and eighth-grade students

noted that those students worked well and learned well from the computer,

although int at the sophistication that older students might. The quality of

writing and attitude scores of the seventh and eighth graders were consistent

with that observation; they were remarkably simiar to those of the older

students.

Qualifications, Teachers
Were Generally Pos.ttve Abnut RAEDAII

Despite the unexpectedly overall positive reactions to and results with

the WANDAH projects, it would not reflect reality to say that everything was



ideal. A few students did not like -riting on the computer, particularly if

they lacked keyboarding skills or if they had computers at home with word

processing programs which they preferred to the word processing part of the

WANDAH system. A minority of teachers noted that their workloads had

increased because they gave more writing assignments and students wrote

longer compositions. All of the teachers agreed, however, that individual

assignments were.now easier to read because of the neatness of the printed

copy and because students now edited and revised more thoroughly. In

addition, the more carefully edited papers allowed teachers to focus their

attention on more fundamental aspects of the students writing, such as theme

development.

In every school, too, teachers mentioned scheduling and instructional

problems because of the limited number of computers. Only one class could be

assigned to the writing laboratory at a time; even then, typically only half

or less of the class could be writing on the computers at once, with the

other students remaining in the classroom if extra space was not available in

the writing lab. A full-time writing lab aide was deemed essential to cope

with this situation; the teachers in the one school with no aide were finding

use of the writing lab to be extremely difficult, if not near impossible.

Also, a few teachers were not comfortable with abandoning formal

instruction in grammar in favor of teaching grammar and usage as individual

problems arise in writing, as is emphasized by the State Core Curriculum and

by the WANDAH projects. And, while most teachers did not think that the

WANDAH project was lessening the amount of literature taught, some did. At

the same time, many teachers were convinced that their students were learning

more granumar through writing and some said they were able to tea h more

vi

9



literature by integrating literature and writing instruction . All teachers

agreed that writing instruction is central to the language arts curriculum,

and none expressed a desire to see the writing lab gone.

EMNDAH Enhanced the Writibg Process

With the emphasis an process writing instruction nationally and in the

State Core Curriculum it is significant that all of the teachers saw the

WANDAH projects as supportive of that approach. For some, the WANDAH project

helped them ba become process writing teachersmore adept at taking their

students through a process of planning, writing, review of one another's

papers, and revision. For those already teaching from a process writing

perspective, having students write with computers using the WANDAH system

aids complemented their approach well.

The evaluation results indicate that the WANDAH projects did increase

educational productivity, in the sense of the greater achievement of

desirable educational goals without decreasing student-teacher ratios. There

as clear evidence from the interviews that the quality, as well as quantity,

of student writing has improved on the computers, along with improvements in

attitudes toward writing. That more striking consistent increases were not

found on the assessments of quality of students' writing and attitudes toward

writing at the end of only six to seven months of instruction using the

WANDAH system will not be surprising to those familiar with the persistence

of poor writing skills and attitudm In addition, the quantitative results

were clouded by some motivational problems in obtaining posttest samples of

writing from students toward the end of the school year. Many students had

recently taken standardized tests, were finishing up writing projects in

classes, and were anticipating the end of the school year. In addition, the
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writing prompcs were not given &s regular class aesignmens to be read and

graded by the students' teachers. The extent to sehi=h these testing
conditions aff cted the quantitative assessment reselts is unclear.
Despite this possibl confounding of the quantitative ce:N---ilts, they do not
contradict the findings from the site visit interviews~- and those were
strongly consistntly positive.

MANDAH Made Sigraificaffa
Educational Productivm

In concluston, .1-1e results from the statewide evaluaintion indicate the

WANDAII projects did make significant contributiorts to educational
productivity. The queratity of writing instruction and the ...mount of student

writing increased and, especially when writing on the compumeater, the quality
of students' writing _ their attitudes toward writing imp=oved.



ADDENDUM TO THE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Recommendations for Implementation of

Projects and for EvaluatiOn

Baset5d on information from the on-site visits and the experience with

oantita tive testing for the statewide evaluation, the followlng

reoommenwdations are made for consideration by USOE staff. The

reoommendtions fall into two categories: (1) the implementation of projects
to use comnputers in teaching writing, and (2) the evaluation of projects to
teach wriing with computers.

Project implementation

Severr-.al recommendations in regard to the implementation of future WANDAa

projects, or projects using other systems to teach writing using coMputersi

haveemerawed from the statewide evaluatiorL First, the positive conclusionS

inregard to the effects of the WANDAH projects, supported strongly bY the

informaticumn gained from on-site visits and moderately by the quantitative

data, leadER to the recommendation that school districts be encouraged, and

state fundi==s be used if possible, to initiate more projects to use computere

inciting instruction.

In enc:louraging additional writing lab projects, however, it is cleac

thtcare _ul planning and preparation are essential. In particular, it

should be =mated that the midyear, preliminary reports from the various WANDAg

projects wiP=re highly complimentary of the three-day summer workshop provided

byLogan WrNDAH project staff. The importance of such a workshop, conducted

byexperiemced writing lab users and emphasizing both process writing and the

effective rmcge of computers in writing instruction, was reinforced by nunwrous

spootaneot comments by teachers during the on-site visits. The only Concern

expresse0 was the brevity of the workshop. Similar workahops, perhaps of

lager dur-4stion, should be provided for pr ject staff (project directors,

ix
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teachers, full-time adult aides, and principals) prior to the initiation of

new projects.

The presence of a full-time writing lab aide appears to be essential to

he successful implementation of computer writing labs. It is recommended

that USOE not fund projects for the use of computers to teach writing unless

a full-time writing lab aide is included in the project plan and budget.

And, schools that are considering establishing computer writing labs on their

own should be encouraged not to do so unless they are able to provide a full-

time aide. Based on the experience of WANDAH project schools, as conveyed

during site visit interviews, the writing lab aide may be either a

professionally trained teacher or a qualified paraprofessional. There may,

however, be some reason to prefer the former because of the additional

assistance with writing which such an aide is more likely to be able to

provide to students.

Finally, the implementation of a coordinated process writing, computer

writing lab program in schools in Utah would be enhanced by a flexible,

statewide, inservice education program. Based on the interviews with

teachers during site visits, there are several areas in which some teachers

need assistance. One is the teaching of process writing. Hopefully, many

teachers will participate in the Utah Writing Project or take a college,

university, or district inservice course in process writing. But many will

not. For some of those, inservice courses to supplement a brief p elimin

workshop, such as was provided in Logan last summer, could be an important

ingredient in successful implementation of process writing and use of the

WANDAH system in writing instruction.

A particular area in which teachers need inservice assistance is the use

of student review, or critique, groups as part of process writing. There was

x 13



considerable variability among the WANDAH project schools, and among teachers

within schools, in re rts of the efficacy with which student review groups

were being used.

Other areas of potertial inservice education surfaced during the s te

visit interviews. Some teacher- need assistance in teaching grammar

informally as problems arise in students' writing, rather than through the

formal classroom instruction to which they have been accustomedL By the same

token, some Leachers are having difficulty integrating the teaching of

literature and writing, and need assistance in that regard!

Not all of the personnel in each computer writing instruction project

will need training in all, or any, of these areas. Each inservice cour-

workshop might be offered at a central location, such as the USOE offices in

salt Lake City or a geographically convenient school, for project teachers

who have been identified as needing assistance in a particular area.

po

Although other language arts teachers might benefit from such inservice

courses, they would be particularly important for the productivity of

computer writing-instruction projects.

The spontaneity of teachers' comments about needed additional training

during the site visit interviews indicates the need for a system to identify

ongoing inservice needs and provide flexibly scheduled inservice training for

the teachers involved in computer writing lab projects. Such an inservice

program could do much to ensure the success of USOE's efforts in that

productivity area.

Evaluation

Research conducted in the field to gather evaluation data is nearly

always fraught with dif.'cultiest often unexpected and sometimes
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unantioipatable. Those difficulties make the drawing of conclusions from _he

findings risky, as in the statewide evaluation of the WANDAH projects.

thering of qualitative information (from the site visit interviews) as well

as quantitative data (from the writing samples lnd edited surveys) provided,

as was anticipated, important additional information. It also provided the

opportunity to determine whether findings from different types of .data would

corroborate one another, as they did to some extent in this evaluation study.

In fact, interpretation of the quantitative findings would have been

difficult without the context provided by the site visit interviews. It is

recommended that future evaluations of projects to use computers in writing

instruction include qualitative, as well as quantitative, data gathering

procedures.

Particular credence has been given to the quialitative data because of

questions that arose about student motivation, particularly on the posttest

writing samples, and the validity of the quality of writing measures,

particularly in regard to the likelihood that an instructional innovation

would have an observable impact on students' performance on such measures in

less than a school year. Questions and issues in regard to the testing were

raised during the site visit interviews, as well as by the indications fro-

project staff and the posttest results of less-than-optimal student incentive

to perform well on the posttest. These lead to a series of reco_ endations

in regard to testing and design for future evaluations.

Testinq

Among the issues raised by project staff, at USOE meetings and during

site visit intervieWs, was that of the validity of holistic scores to assess

quality of writing: Could projects be expected to have an imp -t on such a
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general measure of quali':-.y within less than a school year; and, is a writing

exercise conducted in one brief setting an appropriate asses. -ent of the

outcomes of process writing instruction?

The question of potential lack of impact due to brevity of treatment can

only be answered by assessments following more extended student use of

computers for writing. On the other hand, the challenge to the validity of a

writing assignment that is not explicitly of a process-writing nature

(allowing for pre-planning, considerable time to think about and make

revisions, and even the opportunity to have one's writing c_ tiqued by

others) raises a different issue.

It is not clear that writing assessments must follow the process writing

procedures used in language arts classrooms or duplIcate the ideal setting

for prOcess writing to be valid. In fact, it is appropriate to ask whether

students who have been taught to approach writing from a process perspective

can, as a result, organize and present their thoughts better when presented

with a writing task similar to those that they may confront ln "real life",

such as writing essays for course examinations. Long-term process writing

instructcn should help student- to write better even when they do not have a

period of days over which to develop a c mposition. Because brief writing

samples scored holistically are commonly used and regarded as valid

indicators of writing quality, it is reconunended that such assessment be

used, with other dependent measures, in future evaluations of projects to use

computers in writing instruction.

The revision writing sample waS an effort to moue further in the

direction of process wrIting by allowing students the opportunity to consider

overnight the revisions to be made in a piece of writing. An opportunity to

reflect for twenty-four hours is still not an accurate depiction of the

16



process writing approach. How to structure a writing assignment that

teachers will agree approximates process writing more closely and reasonably,

while still being manageable for testing purposes and usable with control

students, is a question worth pursu ng. At the same time, it is important

not to confuse the instructional process with the writing process. As noted

above, that writing instruction from the process writing orientation takes

place over a several-day period does not mean that valid assessments of the

impacts of such instruction must either incorporate the same steps or take

place over the same period of time.

Another testing issue raised by project teachers was whether a writing

assessment in which students wrote with pen or pencil rather than on the

computer was a valid assessment of project to use computers in writing

instruction. Again, it is important not to confuse the instructional process

with the assessment of desirable outcomes. In "real life", students will

often have to write without computers, and it is reasonable bo ask whether

writing instruction using computers enhances students' w 'ting skills in

other, nonwriting lab situations. In fact, it seems crucial to ask whether

students who have written with the WANDAH system can then make revisions &nd

do editing without the specific help of the WANDAH aids.

Aside from the important question of generalization, the use of

computers in gathering writing samples would raise serious practical

concerns. Students in comparison groups who had not previonly written on

computers would be at a serious disadvantage, unless instruction in the

mechanics of computer use was provided. In addition, it could be a serious

logistics challenge to provide test administration computers for comparison

group students in schools where computers were not already available. In

short, it is recomms.nded that, in future such evaluations, writing

xiv
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assessments be gathered with students writing with pen and pencil rather than

on computers.

Motivation to perform well arose as a serious issue in this evaluation

project. There appeared to be several components to the lack of motivation-

time-consuming testing, especially the tw pe -od revision assessment, at a

time when students had been taking standardized tests, had end-of-the-year

class assignments to complete, and were likely suffering the general malaise

commonly observed in schools toward the end of the school year; a feeling of

lack nf meaningfulness of assignments which involved writing to prompts which

students recalled having written to earlier in the school year; ani, coupled

and compounded by the factors already mentioned, the lack of the incentive to

do well that is provided by knowing that your teacher wil read and grade

your writing assignment.

There is probably no way to avoid the testing problems that accompany

the generally recognized drop in student attentiveness toward the end of the

school year, but other modifications in testing could help to alleviate the

motivational problems. In future evaluations that involve multiple (pre and

post) testing of students, different prompts should be developed for each

administration. These prompts should be carefully constructed to involve

similar contexts for writing in terms of the writer's intended role, purpose,

and audience. Further, teachers should agree that they will evaluate the

students writing samples- and the test administration instructions should

make it clear to students that their papers will be so evaluated.

Making each writing assessment a regular classroom assignment might help

to alleviate the motivational problem. But doing so might exacerbate another

potential problemthat of variability in testing situations. Differences in

the way in which writing assignments are handled by different teachers could

18



be particularly crucial with revision writing exercises, because the number

of student revisions is particularly susceptible, as compared to holistic

quality, to unwitting or intentional influence by teachers.

If funds are availabl- in an evaluation project, experience with this

year's project indicates tha_ writing samples should probably be administered

by trained evaluation staff, rather than by the regular classroom teachers.

Even then, however, it would be crucial for students to know that their

writing will be read and evaluated by their teachers. The use of nonproject

personnel for test administration does raise cost considerations, especially

with revision exercises where the test administrator would have to be present

the school on two different days. If relevant writing samples are already

being gathered and scored by the school district using standardized

procedures, that provides an excellent source of inexpensive valid data.

Some specific suggestions in regard to revision writing exercises came

from the readers who scored the student revision papers for this project.

One difficulty was that' despite instructions, students often made erasures

when they revised their papers, rather than just inserting revisions. It is

important, therefore, that students either use ink or be monitored carefully

so that they will not delete their original writing. In the revision

exercie for this project' students were asked to write originally on every

other line and then insert revisions between the lines so that they could be

readily recognimad. Identification and scoring of revisions would be much

easier if, in addition, students made their corrections using a colored

pencil or different color ink than was used o_ ginaily. In a few cases,

rather than inserting revisions, students apparently misunderstood the

instructions and completely rewrote their compositions, making the
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identification of revisions extremely difficult. This, too, calls for

careful monitoring. Monitoring carefully to be certain that students write

either ith a dark lead pencil or in ink would also be of great help to

readers.

Design

The time consumed and motivational difficulties created by repeated

writing assessments need to be considered in designing future evaluation

projects, based on the experience with this project. In multi-year

evaluations a pretest should be afttinistered only at the begityning of the

first project veer, followed by posttesting at the end of each succeeding

project year. Exploration of the data in succeeding years will determine

whether the best covariate is the in _ial pretest or the posttest from the

previous year. For example, if the eleventh graders from the 1985-86 WANDAH

projects are to be assessed as twelfth graders to determine more long-range

impacts of writing with WANDAH, it is recom ended that another "pretest" not

be administered at the beginning of the 1986-87 School Year. Instead, the

pretest data for the first project year should be used. This has some

potential difficulties, given the low pretest-posttest correlations, except

for the attitude scales, for this year's project. However, to the extent

that those low correlations were due ro motivational problems on the

posttest--which would be alleviated to some extent by the use of different

prompts and by avoiding pretesting--they are preferable as covariates to this

yeaw's posttest scores. "Pretesting" at the beginning of the project year

does not seem advisable in light of the attitudes toward testing already

expressed by students.

Some form -f multiple matrix sampling might also be considered for

future evaluations. In this testing design, all project students do not take
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all tests, but are randomly assign,_ to groups which are then randomly

Jssigned to tests. Multiple matrix sampling has the advantage of reducing

overall -tudent time spent in testing. It has the disadvantages of not

allowing for the pooling of test scores--such as was done with the "Increased

Homework" and "An Ii.fluential Person" holistic scores from this year's

assessment--and of making analysis more difficult.

A more radical design recommendation comes from the concern expressed by

a few teachers and one principal that, despite the positive elements of the

WANDAH writing projects and the process writing orientation underlying them,

the de-emphasis of teaching grammar and usage formally might have negative

effects on ACT or other standardized scores. A sound, but not widely used,

research design--the time series design--could be used with archival data

(that is test scores available in district and USOE files) to deal with that

question, and perhaps to deal with other questions of project impact,

decending upon the standardized test scores which are available.

With a time series design, the pattern of performance following an

innovation, such as the WANDAH projects, is compared against the pattern of

performance prior to the innovation. In the case of ACT 6cores, testing

information for classes of twelfth graders prior to the involvement of any

students in a WANDAH project would be obtained from school records. At least

three years of data should be available, with at least fiVe years preferable;

then, a minimum of three years, and preferably five years, of data following

introduction of the WANDAH project would be accumulated. Data points (mean

scores) would be plotted on a graph and the slope examined to determine

whether any change occurred following introduction of the WANDAH project, the

direction of any such change, and its duration.

2 1



Time series designs should not be used for post hoc interpretations.

That is, it is not appropriate to look at a set of data points to determine

when a change occurred and then attempt to infer the reasons for the change.

It usually recommended that the nature of an anticipated change be

predicted prior to examining the data points. In this case, although

predictions of direction might not be made, it would be clear at what point

the introduction of the WANDAH project occurred, making it reasonable to

examine the data points to try to discern project effects.

With WANDAH projects in several schools, graphs could be plotted for

each school. Slopes could be examined for similarities across project

schools, compared against data from nonproject schools, and compared against

state data to determine whether any trends observed were general trends that

would have occurred without project intervention.

The time series design has the advantage of using test information that

can be gathered without project interference with regular school schedules.

The information is relatively easy to gather from school records, end does

not have to be gathered prior to project initiation. Moreover, any writing-

related standardized test scores which are available in school records could

be used to provide insights into the impact of WANDAH projects. A major

disadvantage is the time span necessary before reasonable conclusions can be

drawn, because data point- must be accumulated over several years in order to

be certain that the tren_ observed are reliable. Nevertheless, the time

series design has been found to be a very useful approach to assessing the

effects of institutional changes which are not easily susceptible to study

through traditional experi.mental designs. USOE staff might give serious

consideration to the use of time series designs in evaluating the effects of

WANDAH projects.

xix 22



CVNTENTS

Executive Summary
.

Addendum to the Executive Summary ix

Introduction. . . . ... ..... . . . . 1

Site Visits 4

Pleasant Grove High School . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Students 9
NonEnglish teachers . . . . . . . . 10
Principal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1. . . . . 1. .

Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 12

Spanish Fork High School 13
Students 16
NonEngiish teachers 17
Principal = ....... 18
Summary 18

Roy High School 19
Students 22
NonEnglish teachers 23
Principal 24
Project director 24
Summary 25

Mountain Crest High School 25
Students 28
NonEnglish teachers 28
Principal 29
Summary 29

Logan High School. . . . . ... . ......... Mi.OM 00i w 30
Students. . . . . . . .... .. .M........ .. 32
NonEnglish teachers 33
Principal 33
Summ 34

Park City High School. ... 4.404.4.4 4 . 000000 35
Students . . . . . ..... - = ..... - .. . ... . 38
NonEnglish teachers 39
Principal . . . . . 000000000000000000
Surmary 0000 *4. 444444 44444444.4444144 40

North Summit . ....................... . .... 41
Students. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46
NonEnglish teachers ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 47
Principa1s. .......... .. . .. ........ - . . . 47
Summary . . . . ... 00000000000w . 00www0 0000 48

xxi

22



Summary of Site Vis -s

Student Assessments

Design 53

52

Dependent Measures . .... 56
Revision scores 57
Holistic scores . ......... ....... 59
Attitudes 62

Agreement and Reliability. ..... . 63
Revision scores 63
Holistic scores . 64
Attitude scores ..... ... 64

Data Analyses. . 65

Information to Projects 69

Results. . . . . . . . . . . ........ . . . . . . . . . . . . 70
Pre-post changes_ _ _ 70
Posttest and mean gain comparisons_ _ _ 73

Summary and Conclusions 76

Conclusions . ... . . 78

Summation 85

Appendices

A. 1985-86 WANDAH Productivity Projects and Schedule of Si e Visits . 87

B. Preliminary Reports: Project Guidelines and Statewide Executive
91

C. Site Visit and Testing LettaLTs . 97

D. site visit Interview Guidelines- 105

E. Posttest W dting Prompts and Instructions. . . . 117

P. Revision Tally Sheet and Scoring Instructions and Attitude
Surveys.... 000.00000000000**00000 * 127

G. Holistic Scoring Procedures and Guidelines . . . . . 135

H. Descriptions of Dependent Measures 149

24
xxii



1. Pretest and Posttest Means and Standard Deviations (Tables
4 through 11) 153

Analyses of Adjusied and Unadjusted Posttest Means (Tables
12 through 19) 163

K. Analyses Sent to Third-Party Evaluators 173

Tables.

1. Sample sizes and numbers of males and females 54

2. Summary of pretest-posttest changes- - 71

3. Summary of for the posttest and mean gain comparisons. . 74



INTRODUCTION

During t_e 1984-85 School Year, the Utah State Office of Education

(USOE) funded a productivity project in the Logan School District to apply

technology to instruction in writing, using the WANDAH (Writing-Aid and

Author's Helper)* oomputer writing system. Evaluation results at the --d of

the year were positive, and USOE funded seven additional projects to

introduce the WANDAH computer writing system in Utah schools during the 1985-

86 School Year., The 1985-86 projects were in seven school districts (listed

in Appendix A) and the Northeastern Utah Educational Services Region (NUES).

The proposal for each WANDAH writing productivity project contained

provisions for a third-party evaluator. In addition, USOE decided that there

should be a statewide coordinatL and supplementation of individual project

evaluation efforts. The purpose was not to supplant local evaluations, but

to obtain some consistency in the data gathered across all of the projects

and to provide for some statewide synthesis and interpretation of findings.

Evaluation at the statewide level was to address the following

questions: (1) Did the quality of writing of studenc,s using the WANDAH

system show improvement beyond that which would be expected in traditional

writing programs? (2) Did use of the WANDAH system have an effect on

students' attitudes toward writing? 3) Did the WANDAH productivity writing

project have an effect on the school districts' writing programs and on the

staff? (For example, would the teachers feel that their teaching loads were

lightened or increased by the use of WANDAH?) (4) Would there te any cross-

*The WANDAH program is now published by Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich under the
title H8,3 Writer. However, the former name is used in this report.

1

26



curriculum effects from the WANDAR projects, such as increLses in the quality

of students' writing in nonEnglish courses? (5) If any differences in

improvement in the quality of student writing could be detected from project

to project, would there be factors such as the philosophy of the writing

program, the extent to which the use of computer technology was embedded in a

sound philosophy of process writing, teacher experience and attitudes, and

the conditions of adoption and implementation that were associated with the

differences? (6) Did the use of the WANDAH system have any effect on

student-teacher ratios? (7) Did the use of the WANDAH system have any effect

on space utilization?

On October 2, 1985, a meeting of project directors and third-party

evaluators was held in Salt Lake City at the USOE offices. At that meeting,

the role of the statewide evaluator was explained, empoasizing that the

purpose was to coordinate and supplement, not to substitute for, local

evaluation. The cooperation of local project directors and third-party

evaluators was sought and received.

In anticipation of a statewide evaluation effort, USOE had arranged tO

have a writing sample administered to students in the project schools in May

1985. It was agreed at the October 2 meeting that the students who had been

included in that initial assessment would constitute the accessible

population for any further data-gathering, and that a sample of approximately

25% of that population would be selected randomly for data analysis. It was

also agreed that scoring of the assessments for the samples drawn from

individual schools would be arranged by the statewide evaluator and the

scores returned to individual project third-party evaluators for use in

preparing their final reports, as well as analyzed by the statewide evaluator

for a report for UWE. 27
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It was agreed that two types of information would be gathered for the

statewide evaluation: (1) Information from users--English teachers,

students, project directors, principals, and nonEnglish teachers--during

visits to the project sites; and, (2) quantitative data on writing ability

and attitudes, obtained through writing samples and opinionnaires

administ red to the students by local project personnel. The first type of

information was viewed as particularly important because of concerns that the

duration of the projects might not be sufficient to have an effect on

assessments of general writing ability, because there might be effects that

would not be detected through quantitative assessments of writing ability _ _d

attitudes, and because information gained from personal interviews with users

would be an especially fe- tile source of insights into the impacts of the

projects.

Each project third-party evaluator produced a midyear preliminary report

based on guidelines prepared by the statewide evaluator (see Appendix B).

The statewide evaluator integrated the project reports into a preliminary

report submitted on January 24, 1986. (A copy of the Executive Summary of

that report is included in Appendix EL)

At the time of the preliminary report, the Northeastern utah Educational

Services Region (NUES) project had been encountering difficulties with its

telecommunications system for information exchange with the three

geographically remote project schools (Tabiona, Manila, and Rich). The

telecommunications system was not yet operational as of January 151 1986, and

due to the lateness of project start-up, it did not seem worthwhile to

conduct outcome assessments or site visits there. (That project was also to

be evaluated as part of a telecommunications productivity project.) After

consultation with NUES and USOE staff! the NUES project was dropped from the
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statewide evaluation. The following report is, then, based on seven school

district projects, one of which, Logan, was in its second year of WANDAH use.

The results of the site visits are presented first, foliowed by the more

perplexing results from the statistical analyses of student assessments.

SITE VISITS

Site visits were conducted at the six project schools from April 10

through May 9, 1986. (See Appendix A for the schedule for site visits.) The

site visits were each one school day in duration. They were conducted by the

statewide evaluator and a graduate assistant who is a student in the

Curriculum and Supervision Ed.D. program at USU and has several years of

secondary school teaching experience. A letter -as sent to each project

director to set a date for the site visit and indicate what was expected (see

.Appendix C). Several telephone calls to firm up arrangements were necessary

as well.

At each site, the site visit team arrived one half-hour before school

to confirm arrangements for the day and make any necessary adjustments.

The entire school day was spent on site, except for two smaller schools where

the site visits were completed an hour or so before the end of the school

day. The statewide evaluator interviewed the principal of each school, the

project director, and English teachers using the WANDAH writing system with

their students. He also observed each writing lab in use. The graduate

assistant interviewed students who were using the WANDAH writing system in

their language arts classes and some nonEnglish teachers.

The interviews with students were conducted in gmoups of three or four

in order to minimize student apprehension and to capitalize on the

spontaneity of students' interactions as they discussed their reactions to

29
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AIL A few interviews with non-English teachers were also conducted with

two or three persons at a time!. All other interviews were individual to

ensure privacy.

In order to be certain that appropriate questions were asked and to

ensure consistency across interviews, the statewide evaluator developed a set

of questions to serve as interview guidelines with each type of WANDAH usom

(See Appendix D) Responses were written down during interviews and

summarized at the end of each site visit. The results are presented below by

school in the orderof the visits, and then summarized across all schools.

In an effort to reduce redundancy, the reports are briefer for later visits.

Pleasant Grove High School

Five English teachers, including the project director, were intervie

at the Pleasant Grove High School. These teachers taught the full range of

students--from college-bound to low achieving students who, while not in a

special education resource room, were perceived as very un otivabed.

The overall reaction of the English teachers to the WANDAH project was

positive. All agreed that the quantity of student writing had increased

greatly with the use of WANDAH and that students were writing who had never

done so before. More papers were being assigned' and students were writing

longer s. Even though the use of computers had been a novelty at first,

the students' interest in writing on them was continuing. A teacher of

previously nonwriting, nonacademically inclined students found that these

students now wanted bo write; and the computer triggered writing that was of

interest to them, but that they would not have done otherwise--such as an

essay on rock music or an assignment in which they wrote "letters to the

editor" and letters bo companies either complaining about or complimenting

themh on their products. Many of these letters were actually sent.



Not only had the length of students, writings increased, but they were

making many more revisions using WARMA.H. Teacher!: noted in particular that

students seemed to be more accepting of suggestions for changes when they

came from the compubm They thought this was because the students viewed

the computer as more valid and more authoritative than the teachers.

(Paradoxically, while students agreed in their interviews that they accepted

suggestions for corr7 tions from the computers more readily, they saw it as a

matter of computer impersonality. That is, computer comments had no personal

implications or overtones, nor _ere they confounded with the authority

relationships against which students often react.)

The teachers commented that for the noncollege-bound students

especially, the prewriting WANDAH aids, such as nutshelling, were

particularly helpful, because many of these students had little concept of

how to start to write. Teachers of the more academically Ori,. -d students

did not use the prewriting aids very often, with prewriting often done in

class before getting to the computer; they tended to have the students use

the computer for revising. Some of the teachers were concerned that WANDAH

did not offer a great deal for advanced writing students, and they would like

to have had more sophisticated softurare. Although some teachers indicated

that WANDAH also was restricted in its usefulness for certain types of

papers, one teacher was enthusiastically using WANDAH for the writing of

poetry. The principal of the school al-- commented on the excellent poetry

he had seen, written using WANDAH by students uninte ested in school who had

in the past been nonwriters.

Although there was consensus that students were writing more, it was not

clearly agreed that this necessarily meant increased loads for the teachers.

At least two teachers did comment that they had to do more reading at to_el
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although papers now were much easier to read and correct than before. Three

of the teachers also commented on the use of peer review groups both as a

good learning experience in writing for the students and as an assistance to

the teacher in evaluating papers and providing corrective assistance to

student7_ The use of peer review groups was mentioned com only by the

teachers and seemed to work very -ell at this schccd-

Along the same lines, most of the teachers agreed that theyand their

students had found WANDAH easy to use. Generally, it was agreed that the

of WANDAH was having a positive effect on students' attitudes toward writing,

although there were frequently two or three students in a class who did not

have keyboarding skills or who objected initially to writing on the computer.

Generally, the teachers thought that students were finding out that writing

did not have to be an unpleasant task, and that students across the academic

spectrum were finding their use of WANDAH to be enjoyable and productive.

Somewhat paradoxically again, although the teachers commented that WANDAH was

often most productive and most liked by the slower students, in the student

interviews it was usually the more scholastically inclined students who were

most enthusiastic about the use of WANDAH.

All of the teachers agreed that they were teaching more writing and that

students were writing more. There was also agreement that much less grammar

was being taught formaaly in the classroom. There was not a strong feeling

that students were learning less grammar, although on the part of some

teachers there was a wait-and-see attitude. At least two of the teachers

expressed concerns about the diffitailty of teaching grammar individually to

students as problems arose in their writing, and at least one thought that it

might be necessary to move back toward worksheets to teach a foundation in

grammar and mechanics before stulonts began writing on the computer. The

3 2
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teaching of grammar seemed to be perceived dichotomously by these latter

three teachers, not as falling somewhere between total formal classroom

instruction and completely individualized teaching. In contrast, one of the

teachers who was very comfortable with less formal grammar instruction taught

grammar individually to students based on their papers, and took class time

to teach grammar as problems common to a number of students arose. One

teacher did note that while the WANDAB system did not teach grammar, writing

on the computer was prompting students to look more carefully at what they

wrote.

By the same token, most of the teachers agreed that they were probably

teaching less literature, perhaps one-third less. However, one teacher noted

that he had not faced any dilemma in that regard. Another teacher noted that

she was basically a writing teacher and if use of WANDAH led to a greater

emphasis on writing, that was positive from her point of view.

There was some concern on the part of teachers that the writing lab

schedule tended to dictate the curriculum. That is, what was taught in the

classroom had to be shaped around when the class was scheduled to be in the

writing lab. And, once in the lab, there was a press to keep the students

working on the computers during the time they had there; one didn't want to

stop even briefly for a class discussion when a common writing problem arose.

There was some optimism that with a year of experience behind them, the

scheduling problems could be addressed more fruitfully in the second year.

There also was a clear consensus that the availability of more computers

would certainly help to alleviate the problem. With 19 computers in the

writing lab, an entire class could not be on computers at once; even though

the former classroom in which the writing lab is located is large enough to

have wurk carrels on one wall, having a class split with some on the



computers and some off created some problems. The statewide evaluator

observed that students on the computers were highly on-task, but that those

at the study carrels were often carrying on what seemed to be nontask-related

conversations while the teachers was moving from riter to writer on the

computers.

In that regard, it should be noted that the teachers were unanimous

about the significance of the assistance of the full-time teaching aide in

the writing lab. She is a former teacher who is able to help students with

writing as well as with mechanics of computer use. Although student aides

were used as -ell, it wa- ear that the profess onal writing lab aide was a

crucial component of the program.

All but one of the t-achers agreed that implementation of the WANDAH

project had led them to place greater emphasis on process writing

instruction--in which students are engaged in preplanning, writing, critiques

by others, and revision, often over a period of several days, in contrast to

overnight, write-and-hand-in writing assignments. The one who disagreed had

been converted to process writing some nine years ago and found WANDAH very

compatible with what she was already doing. Having students learn to share

writing through peer review groups was seen as an important part of that

process. Two teachers commented that the switch to a process writing program

inextricably confounded with the implementation of the WANDAH project,

and it was probably impossible to sift out the effects of each.

Students. Interviews with twenty-one students generally corroborated

what the teache,:s had to say. A very high percentage of the students had

positive things to say about their use of WANDAH, although, as noted above,

those who tended to like school generally also tended to be more positive in

their views. Of the WANDAH revision aids, the assistance with "be" verbs
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drew a large number of comments, although many students simply commented that

they thought that WANDAH- in general helped them W be more clear and better

organized in their writing.

A major concern among the students was si ply a lack of time to work on

the computer and the need for more computers. no e who had computers to

work on at home often liked their own word processing programs better. And,

some noted that WANDAH's word processing commands were too complex. That, is

compared to other word processing programs; too many keying steps were

necessary in using the program.

The students particulary liked the readability of the writing which they

produce on the computers. They also found the revisicn aids to be helpful in

general. The sentence length graphs were commented on frequently, as was the

ease of making revisions using the word processing par-t of WANDAB.

Generally, the students thought that using the computer had had a

positive effect on their attitudes toward writing although two thought that

it had led them to like writing less than before. Many commented both on the

fun and the convenience of writing with the computer; even students who said

they did not like to w ite any better said they would rather write on the

computer than with pen and pencil.

NonEnglish teachers. A sign in the pleasant Grove writing lab indicates

that the computers are for "English Only" use. Interestingly, a number of

the students commented that they would like very much to have enough

computers available so that they could do writing for their other classes

the writing lab. (Students would often pretend to be working on English

assignments in the writing lab in order to do writing assignments for other

classes on the computers.) And, promoting more cross-curriculum computer

135



writthg was onea of the interests expressed by the principal of the high

school.

Five non-E= riglish teachers were interviewed--three social studies

teachers, a family life teacher, &nd a special education teacher. Three of

the Elie indica_ted that they had noticed some impact on the quality of

writthgfor ther classes, and wished that the students could write on the

computer mor f=iecause the printed copy was easier to read and because the

computerprcdued assignments had been revised more carefully. The non-

English teachers would like to have more computers available for their

students. A sociMal studies teacher indicated interest in working during the

summuwi h the English department head to implement more writing in social

studies, although=, it was not clear how this would be accomplished given the

limitednumber olMf computers.

Ninciegl. The p incipal of the Pleasant Grove High School was

enthusiastic touzward the WANDAH Project. He cited a number of students of

whom ha was aweie who had previously been nonwriters, but were now not only

writing more bi_s producing very fine poetry and other creative pieces. He

saw mmh more st1=71dent pride in their written work--because of the neatness of

the printed producmct, and because they were able to do revisions beyond what

seemdfeasible with pen and pencil and received aid in checking their

writing beyond wffiihat individual teachers could provide. He was particulary

enthusiastic aboulmat the peer conferencing part of process writing. It also

was Msopinion elthat teachers in other curriculum areas were noticing what

was going on in t==he writing lab, and were beginning to want to be involved,

understanding thaitrt writing is not just the English teachers' responsibility.

It washis belief that this across-the-curriculum involvement in writing was

draw ng the teacbmmers togecher into a more cohesive staff.
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The principal commented that, in terms of productivity, it was relevant

that students who had never written before were now writ ng more and longer

piecs. Also, with the computers and the writing lab aide, students were

recc&.ving an increased amount of writing instruction with the same number of

teact-x4ers.

The principal cited excellent support from parents. He estimated that he

had r-faceived over 100 calls from parents indicating how pleased they were

that their students seemed to be able to express themselves better and were

eager- enough about writing to go to school early to use the writing lab. He

notedE that when funds were available from the district for only a one-half

time writing lab aide, there was a contribution from the community for the

other- half of her salary; and another $1 200 was contributed by parents for

purcFse of supplies for the writing lab. Somewhat paradoxically, while the

projEtct director felt that the support had been excellent from the school

admi ":tration but less than desirable at the district level, as indicated by

the fEzailure to provide a full salary for the writing lab aide, the principal

noted that at the district level there was sufficient enthusiasm that writing

with computers was going to be introduced in two more schools

comirws school year.

=n general, the interview with the princ_

for L_Iae WANDAH project and for the English teachers

teachng writing.

ummary. Pleasant Grove

during the

infused with enthusiasm

-d their commitment to

teachers, students, and administration clearly

feel -%rery posi ',rely about their WANDAH project. Students, when asked, were

unanimnous in saying that they would not want to lose the lab from the school.

All areed that stUdents are writing more and that the quality of writing is

imprt=)ving, although it is not clear that the quality is transferring to
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noncomputer writing. Student attitudes toward writingat least willingness
to write--have improved. Ti hAnere has apparently been some decrease in the

teaching of literature and ill the formal teaching of grammar. Bur the belief

was expressed that as writlra and literature are further integrated, rnc,re
literature will be taught; and _ there was optimism that students were, despite

less formal teaching of grarnmar, probably learning more as tile computer

involved them in revising arith=3 as teachers responded to individual writing

problems. The generally posit- ive tone of the responses during the site viit
was signified by the frequerm comment that the major problem sJs simply not

having enough computers availakible for student writing.

Spanish Fork Ellt School

The Spanish Fork WANDAIlle project contrasts with the Pleasant Grr=.1.re

project in severe ways. One bEhas to do with facilities. Where the Pleas.aht

Grove writing lab is located i.n what had been a classroom, the spanish FaIrk

writing lab is located in a dow=rner of the library, set off from the libra.ry
by a nicely finished partiazion with windows in it. Also, the prOjet
director is the librarian, rattLher than an English teacher. In addition, the
Spanish Fork teachers saw thetnsselves as having been largely a process writing

department prior to the project; so the WANDAH project brought little change,

as it was compatible with whaMt they were already doing, which was in Lwcge

part consistent with the State - Core Curriculum- 'During the interviews with

five English teachers, inclua_Ing the department head, and with the projet
director, there were consist s. ent statements that the teachers were c.rey

comfortable with 'teaching g ammar through the students' writiri, with few

problems in combining indivicrual teaching with classroom instruction .ms

common problems or issues ares-ose in the students' writing. The teache=s
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generally expreesed the belief that they saw the teaching of wrx.
literature as complementary r-ather than competitive.. That is, -,wing

students write as part -f the study of literature was seen as fully
appropriate..

In light of the above, th-- e was another contrast with the Pleasant

Grove teachers that was unexpeted: The teachers in Spanish Fork didnot

appear to be as comfortable witt=t peer review cionferences and did not teport

using them as roue. Two seemed iless confident in the students' competera to

critique one Mother's papers -rtwzaltfully.

The Spanish Fork teachera asalso seemed so_ e hat less concerned with an

increased load due to the greateucr numbers of papers and longer papers to be

read with studerits writing on triEhe computer. one teacher in Pleasant Grove

indicated that he had not found it necessy before to read everything that

students wrote arid that it was c_=ften appropriate to read and score styli:lents'

ting holistieally; several ct.=.f the Spanish Fork teachers indicated that

they, too, had hotread all of taileir students' papers before, and that they

still often read selectively (follwr example, for particular types of w iting

errors or to pickup consisteri problems which individual students ware

having). And as with the Pleassrz-lt Grove teachers, the Spanish Fork t -hers

said that even though there wer=e more papers to read, they were nov much

easier to read.

Teachers did comment that w-erith large classes, often up to 40, it

significant asszotance to have a professionally trained person as a writing

iab aide. They could send half ==JE their class to the lab, and stay in their

classrooms to wdrk with the otaer half, knowing that the students veld

receive asaist4nc with their writing, not just with the mechaniesof
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computer use. As in Pleasant Grove, students were generall on-task in the

writing lab, and discipline was not a problem.

The teachers at Spanish Fork were also positive in rega=d to the impact

the WANDAH project on student writing. The students were- reported to be

ting more and longer papers, doing more revisions, ar-ci getting more

assistance with the same number of teachers because of th computer, the

teaching aide in the laboratory, and the greater flexibility- of the teacher

to move from student to student to provide assistance while tiiey are writing

on the computer. Some noted that student ideas were flowiag better, even

from below average and average students. And now, the r-v.i.sion part of

process writing seems feasible to the students as they no longer have to
recopy papers. Teachers at Spanish Fork seemed to find 3.ms use for the

prewriting WIMA1-1 aids and emphasized more the revision and etiting aids.

As at Pleasant Grove, teachers viere hard-pressed to thinic of any ways in

which their students' writing might not have improved as mit_ach as it would

have without WANDAH. There was a comment that some students were now less

willing to write in the classroom without a computer.

The teachers saw a generally positive effect on otader m.ts' attitudes,

even those few who at first resisted writing on a computer. Isri=m: students are

uniformly disappointed if they cannot do writing as ignments in the writing

lab. While one teacher, noted that his college-bound students had

particularly taken to writing with the computer, others commer-ited that their

less academically oriented students had done so, too. And at least one

teacher expressed surprise at the students' willingness to wrie and to shire
their writing in and out of the lab.

While some concern was expressed about scheduling, th e was less so

than at Pleasant Grove; and although there were comments aboLE- the need for
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more computers, fewer of them. In fact, there was an indication by the

department head that at Spanish Fork they are moving "rather naturally" to

more writing across the curriculum, that other teachers are already using the

lab, and that students are encouraged to write their nonEnglish paprns there.

This is seen as a way of having students do more writing, which teachers

believe will lead to better writing, and to do it with the advantage of the

WANDAH aids, as well as to ensure fuller utilization of the lab becauSe there

are times during the day when the computers are not all in use.

Students. Observation of the writing lab by the statewide evaluator

confirmed the teachers' comments that students were on-task a high percentage

of the time while writing in the lab. As in Pleasant Grove, it was

in eresting to observe how unconcerned the students were as the statewide

evaluator moved arotind the writing lab looking over their shoulders as they

wrote. In fact, here as in other schools, students would often ask him for

suggestions on their writing. (Teachers in general confirmed the evaluator's

observatIon that students were rarely sensitive to having someone read over

their shoulder in the writing lab, while in the same situation in a

classroom, they would often cover their papers. This openness about their

writing was frequently commented on by teachers as a positive aspect of the

WANDAH project.)

Not surprisingly, the 22 eleventh and twelfth grade students who were

interviewed at the Spanish Fork High School were almost uniformly positive

toward the use of WANDAH and the computers. Their major concern was that

there were not enough computers and not enough computer time, somewhat in

contrast to the statements of teachers and the project director that the

computers were not always fully utilized and more cross-curriculum writing
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would be feasible. A majority of the studen s indicated that they were using

the computers for writing in other classes.

Almost all of the students indicated that writing with WANDAH tended to

relieve their writing anxiety and that they found WANDAH both fun and easy to

use. In particular, they like the aids, such as with spelling and

punctuation (inter stingly, the " verbs aid was not mentioned fre ently),

and the ease of inserting, deleting, and moving about portions of their

writing in doing revisions. Not only were the students unanimous about their

desire to keep the lab in the school, but they clearly evidenced considerable

pride in having it there.

NonEnglish teachers. Four non-English teachers were interwed: a

social studies-family teacher, i social studies teacher, vocational

agriculture teacher, and a health/PE teacher. All four were pleased to have

WANDAH in the school, although one teacher thought that, inexplicably, her

students made more spelling errors with WANDAH than they had before. All of

the teachers would like to know more about WANDAH--not only how it works but

how they could use it better for their writing assignments, and they would

like to see more computers available in more areas of the school. At least a

few students of each had done assignments on the computer, and all were

pleased with the neat, more thoroughly revised papers which they received-

In general, these teachers were pleased with WANDAH and wanted to learn more

about it in order to utilize the writing lab better.

The' project director teaches journalism and has found WANDAH to be

extremely helpful there-- ith journalism papers easier to read and more

likely to be handed in because students do not react negatively when told to

"fix" something.



PrincApal. The Spanish Fork High School principal was very enthusiastic

about the WANDAH project, after four years of effort to get writing with

computers in the school. He would like to have at least four more computers

to make it possible to implement an adequate writing-across-the-curriculum

program with math, science, and history, as well as English. He noted that

while there has been no change in class load or space utilization, the

presence of the lab teaching aide allows the splitting of classes, SO there

are smaller student/teacher ratios at least part of the time. He also noted

that the teachers claim that the quality of writing is better and that the

few samples of papers he has read had good content and minimal spelling and

grammatical errors.

He believes there has been good support for the project at the district

level--including an excellent job of remodeling to provide the writing lab

area, with half of the cost coming from district funds. There was good

attendance during the Back-to-School Night and an open house for the lab; the

few other parents' comments he has received have been positive. He expressed

the belief that he had an excellent staff working with the lab and that, at

this point, he could not see operating without the writing lab.

Summary. Although the reactions to the WANDAH project were so e hat

different at the Spanish Fork High School from those at the Pleasant Grove

High School, the overall response was again positive. The English teachers

believe that the process writing orientation of the WANDAH Project and the

State Core Curriculum fits well with what they were already doing. At the

same time, there was some feeling that student response groups were not being

ften or as effectively as they might be. There was little concern

about the displacement of literature due to an increased emphasis on writing

or that the students' grasp of grammar would suffer through individualized
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rather than formal instruction. There was agreement that students were

writing more and better, and that they were enjoying it more. Intews

with the students confirmed that they found writing on the computer to be

enjoyable and productive. Again, the principal was very :upportive of both

the staff and the writing project. The overall impression was one of

enthusiasm for the WANDAH project, with a definite desire to extend writing-

across-the-curriculum in the writing lab beyond that which had already been

initiated.

La 1:A9A School

The English teachers at the Roy High School have also given their

writing lab an enthusiastic reception. Physically, the lab is located in

what had been a double classroom. This lab also has a full-time aide; but at

Roy, the aide is a paraprofessional rather than a professionally-trained

teacher= Nevertheless, the teachers agreed unanimously the aide was

essentialparticularly so in the situation where there are not enough

computers for every student, so that the teacher must often send part of the

class to the writing lab while working with the other portioii of the class in

the classroom-

The eight English teachers who were intervie ed (including the

department head) expressed some concern about the work involved in switching

to use of the lab. Units for the process w iting approach were developed

and, in addition, class schedules were set up for six-day writing periods.

There were also comments about the problems in scheduling classes into the

1 It is difficult to coordinate writing instruction with scheduled time

in the writing lab, with plans often having to be fit to the lab rather than

using the lab when it fit one's writing plans-
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The teachers were unanimous in the belief that their students e not

only wr ting more, but that the quality of their writing had improved more

than it would have without WANDAH instruction. As at the other project

schools, the teachers gave ific examples of increased quality, such

sentences that are more complex, more variety in sentence length' better

of transition words/ and greater attention to be" verbs. Students seem to

see their own writing problwms more clearly on the screen or in type than

they do in their own handwriting. Students now tend to do more revising,

because it is so easy to do so without having to recopy. They also seek out

others to read what they have written/ which they did not do before.

Moreover, the teachers observed that students are more likely to be aware of

attributes of good writing when they are writing in the classroom. Teachers

noted that the WANDAH computer program does not give answers to the students;

but it does help them to think about the ways in which their writi could be

improved and/ in doing sof it is less personally threatening than is the

teacher.

Several of the teachers commented on positive changes in students'

attitudes. Many noted that not only the computer but the neatness of the

printed page was motivating for the students. They found it easy for

students to learn to use WANDAH, and students felt positive about that use

and were often disappointed when they could not get into the lab to write.

Students tend to be very much on-task in the writing lab, regardless of

academic ability; and, there is usually close to a 100% hand-in rate on

ting assignments done on the computer in contrast to much lower

rcentages when students write with pa_r and pencil.

There were some concerns about WANDAH--the number of key movements

necessary to use the word processing part of the program/ too few words__

checked by the spelling aid, and a transitions aid that is too limited to be
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of much help. Several teachers distinguished between the word processing

_rt of WANDAH and the revision and editing parts. They noted that the word

processing tended to be excellent for the advanced students, although a

little cumbersome to use, while the editing aids were of less assistance; for

the less academically able students, they noted, the reviSion and editing

_pelling, sentence length/ "be" verbswere particularly helpful.

Although one teacher in Pleasant Grove was enthusiastic about the use of

WANDAH for poetry writing, some teachers at the Roy High School expressed

concern about the appropriateness of WANDAH for creative and poetry writing.

The WANDAH prewriting aids were not widely used, because there was

insufficient time to spend on prewriting in the writing lab.

The teachers generally reported assigning more writing; three believe

that their work load has incmased because they have more writing to read and

theynow analyze the students' writing more carefully. Howevemr, with the

papers neater and more free of errors, reading does go more quickly. In

addition, the teachers find the use if WANZAH exciting because they can work

one-on-one with students as they write on the computer, and many of the

students seem to be more self-directed and writing for personal satisifaction

rather than just to fulfill assignments.

For the most part, the Roy English teachers reported either that they

now teach grammar formally less often or that they have found little

difference because they did not teach grammar formally before. One teacher

is concerned about the possibility that students' ACT scores might suffer.

Generally, however, the teachers were not concerned that grammar was being

slighted and were optimistic that students would actually be learning more

grammar as a part of process writing. By the same token, teachers didnot
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think thay were teaching significantly less literature; and one said that he

was teaching more by integrating writing and literatmm

Teachers indicated that the emphasis on pr--ess writing in the district/

by UWE, and in courses which some had taken recently was facilitated by

WANDAH. For so e, then' the em asis fit with what they were already doing

and WANDAH was simply a tool to help them do that better. HOWellerf for at

least one teacher' a rather substantial change was involved from overnight

w-iting assignments to a six- ay writing cycle. One teacher noted that the

use of peer reading groups was an area in which she could still improve to

make the teaching of process writing more effective.

Overall, the teachers' reactions to WANDAH and the writing lab were very

positive. The major concern was the need for more computers _ so that students

could have greater access to them and so that availability of computers would

not restrict curriculum planning.

Student Twenty-four students were interviewed at the Roy High School,

13 eleventh-gtaders and 11 twelfth7graders. Nearly all of the students

(there were three exceptions) said that they liked to use WANDAH f-

The reasons ranged from the general development of writing skills to the

riting.

assistance provided with usage, punctuation, and spelling, and the greater

ease of revision. Some simply found use of the computer was fun and some

enjoyed the break from regular English classwork4 Those who were not

enthusiastic typically had their own computers with word processing programs

which they preferreal

The students thought that they were learning how to write better with

WANDAH than they would have without, mentioning in particular their better

organization of papers, and the "be verb, sentence and paragraph length,

punctuation, and spelling aids of WANDAH. And most students thought that
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'ting with WANDAH had helped them to write better even when they were not

using the computer, in part because use of the computer built their

confidence in their ability to write and helped them to enjoy it more, as

well as to be better organiz=- and more inclined to check their work. As in

Pleasant Grovel some students cammented that they thought that for them the

computer was a better teaching of writing than the classroom teacher--because

it was less intimidating and more impersonal, and because it allowed them to

move at their own s

Although most of the students interviewed at the Roy High School

appeared to be academically oriented, the project director commented that

visitors to the writing lab were often surprised to see the range of students

working there on-task, and to see the variety of students, many of them

apparently nonacademically oriented, working in the lab after school. This

general impression of positive student responses to the writing lab was

confirmed by the interviews.

NonEnglish teachers. Three non-7nglish teachers ere IntervIewed at the

Roy High School--a science teacher, a social studies teacber, and an art

teacher. Two of th= three indicated that their students do seem to write

more and better nowt and that they seem to do so with a better attitude. One

commented in particular that the students seemed to like the lab and that she

had not heard one negative comment about it. Two of the three said that some

of their students did their writing assignments on the computer and all three

indicated that they would like to have students doing so because of neatness

and ability, as well as the greater potential for creativity which was cit

by one. These teachers, too, wish that more computers were available so that

students could have more time on the- to write. Generally the three non-



English teachers responded positively to the program and its impact on the

quantity and quality of their students' writing.

Principal. The Roy High School principal is clearly supportive of the

writing lab. He noted that it is a place to which he typically takes

visitors to the school because writing on computers using WANDAH has "turned

the students on" and the positi-- effects are observable. He was not only of

the belief that writing has become a more important, integral part of the

curriculum with students writing more, but that there were beneficial

"computer literacy" side effects' such as students becoming more comfortable

with computer use6 The excitement which he has Observed among the writing

staff in their use of the writing lab is ofgreat importance to him; and he

believes that that enthusiasm has infected the other staff as well, adding to

an overall feeling of better school morale. He noted that there have been

few reactions by parents, but this he saw as normal and as indicative of

parental support as if parents feel negatively about something that is

happening at the school, he usually hears about it. While there ha

changes in student-teacher ratios per se, with the full-time paraprofessional

aide and the assistance provided to the students by the computer as they

write, students are receiving more writing instruction than they had

previously with the same number of teachers.

Project director. The principal's generally posative reactions to the

lab were shared by the project director, the district language arts

specialist. In particular, she noted that both junior high school and other

senior high school principals have urged her to help them obtain a writing

lab. She sees the impact of the WANDAH project as very positive, with more

writing being taught more effectively. The increase in writing instruction

has, in her opinion, led to a better balanced English curriculum because
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there was little writing before, other than some journal writing and

occasional research papers. Implementation of the WANDAH project has, she

believes, led to much greater use of process writing by the English teachers.

While they taught bits and pieces of process writing before, with little

revision and some editing, the -,NDAH project has helped them to "put it all

together". The result has been that students also are learning revision

strategies and seem to be internalizing what it is that makes good writing.

They are more apt to pick up such things as "to be" verbs and sentence length

variety on their own.

Summary. Again, the response to a WANDAH project was very positive.

Although teachers and students expressed a few reservations, generally they

like teaching-writing and learning to write with WANDAH and the computer and

would be distressed to see the writing lab disappear from their school- To

the contrary, the common desire is to have more computers so that there will

be more time available for students to write on the computer and to make it

easier to integrate writing with other aspects of the language arts

curriculum.

Mountain Crest High School

Seven English teachers, including the project director, were interviewed

at the Mountain Crest High School. Mountain Crest is the only WANDAH project

without a full time aide (actually, with no paid aide) in the writing lab.

That lack of assistance was a central concern throughout the interviews.

With 20 computers and classes of up to 40 students, it is necessary for

teachers to split their classes for writing lab use, with half of the class

left in the regular classroom. Extreme frustration was expressed in regard

to the difficulty of covering both sections of their classes adequately.
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Teachers were reluctant to leave students alone in the writing lab/ both

because they needed assistance and because of concerns about the safety of

the computers and printers. At the same time, teachers hesitated to leave

students alone in the classroom because that time was frequently not spent

productively and could even result in destructive horseplay. Although

community volunteers had been used as lab aides, having temporary people

without educational backgrounds often seemed to create as many problems as

were solve& That is, teaching them to assist the students, and helping them

to do so, sometimes took about as much time and energy as it would have taken

to work directly with the students

All of the teachers felt very positive about the potential of the WANDAH

project. For example, one teacher of remedial students said that students

who would not or could not write before were now writing up to 14-page

essays. And, she is amazed at the creativity of the remedial students when

writing on the computer.

As at the other schools, the neatness of the papers, the ease of

revision and the editing aids were viewed positively by the teachers, as

well as by students, because they made papers so much easier to read. Again,

there was a feeling that students who wrote with WANDAH were learning better

organizational skills and learning better how to approach the writing task.

Approximately half of the teachers reported that they had been using a

process writing approach before, and found WANDAH to be very helpful. For

three teachers, the WANDAH project and particularly the preproject Logan

workshop, had encouraged significant changes to process writing.

When queried in regard to the effect of the writing lab on workload, the

universal comment was that the extra strain imposed by attempting to shuttle

back and forth between the lab and the regular classroom without a regular
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aide in the lab was a serious ccaumNquence. In fact, the inconvenience and

instructional inadequacy of the situation was such that two teachers said

that they simply were unwilling to use the writing lab. Two others commented

that the students were very disappointed because the difficulties involved

made them (the teachers) reluctant to use the lab. Teachers did comment that

they now tend to spend mo e time reading papers written on the computer

because they are longer and because they tend to look at the papers more

carefully now that they are readable. As the project director pointed out,

too, the computer provides direction for the students. But, there is no

substitute for the teacher actually helping students learn, for example, how

to replace "be" verbs with action verbs, how to write topic sentences, or how

to correct run-on sentences.

The teachers reported that student attitudes were positive and that the

use of WANDAH was appropriate for all achievement levels of students,

although for different reasons: The lower achieving students find the

editing-revision aids to be of particular assistance, and the higher

achieving students find the word processing to be of most use.

The teachers generally thought that they were teaching about the same

amount of grammar as before. The teacher of remedial students commented that

she had to teach some grammar so that the students could understand the

queries or the suggestions they received through the WANDAH aids. By the

same token, it was thought that WANDAB was having little impact on the

teaching of literature. Generally, there was a feeling that no imbalance had

bean created, because as at least three of the teachers expressed it, "There

cannot be too much emphasis on writing." However, one teacher did say that

with the eight-hour block at Mountain Crest to allow students to take more

courses to meet increased.st7Ate graduation requirements, resulting in 18
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fewer contact hours with students per term, there was less ti e for reading.

He tended to teach less literature.

Students. Twenty-one students were interviewed at the Mountain Crest

High School. Most of them like the writing program, but less enthusiasm was

expressed than during the previous site visits. One reason seemed to be that

the program did not really get underway at Mountain Crest until December

15th, and students at Mountain Crest had not had as much time on the

computers as those in Pleasant Grove, Spanish Fork, and Roy. The difficulty

in using the lab due to absence of an aide also sememed to be a factor, with

perhaps some spinoff from the dissatisfied teachers. Also, several felt that

perhaps they had not been adequately prepared before going into the writing

lab.

Only a couple of students said that they did not like to write on

WANDAH, and one of those students lacked keyboarding skills. Most thought

that they were learning to write better using the computer. The "b " verbs

aid was frequently mentioned as a positive aspect of WANDAH, and reduced

anxiety about and fear of writing were also mentioned several times.

Students wanted more time on the computer. One student thought that the

writing lab was having a negative effect, because the lab was used to impose

too much work, from his point of view. Students did appreciate having neatly

printed pieces of writing that had been revised more adequately.

NonEn lish teachers. Four nonEnglish teachers were interviewed--a

social studies teacher, a biology teacher, a math teacher, and a resource

room teacher. None had noticed any impact of WANDAH on the writing of the

students in their classes-or on their attitudes toward writing, yet all were

positive toward the presence of the program in the school. Their students

had not written asstgnmcits for their classes usiqg the computer, but they
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would like them to be able to do so, both because it would help the students

to become better writers and because their writing assignments would be

easier to read. The reso -:ce room teacher would like to have a pilot prclject

using WANDAH for special education students along with access to the writing

lab for those students. Two of the teachers said that they had heard good

reports from the students on the lab, but three of them commented that they

were aware that there was a problem with the lack of an aide in the writing

lab.

Principal. The principal -f the Mountain Crest High School was

supportive of the writing lat4 He noted that students were on-taSk when he

observed them in the lab, that he thought students' writing quality had

improved, that students had made positive comments to him in the hallway

about writing with WANDAH. The principal recognized the problems created by

the lack of a full-time writing lab aide, and he was hopeful of finding funds

for an aide for the next school year. He was not certain, however' that he,

or the district administration' would be le to do

Summary.. Although the English teachers at the Mountain Crest High

School were appreciative of the potential of the WANDAH project and the

writing lab, and the students in general liked working in the lab, the level

f enthusiasm was not as high as that found during prio- site visits.

Certainly, a significant factor was the difficulties created for teachers

students alike by the lack of an aide in the writing laboratory. Many of the

teachers interpreted the lack of funds for an aide as a sign of lack of

support for the project by the school and district administrations.

If the Mountain Crest project is to fulfi l its potential, it must have a

full-time aide as the other projects do.
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Logan High Schoo

The Logan site visit was of special interest because the WANDAH project

there is completing its second year of operation. Five English teachers were

interviewed, including the project director, who is also the department head.

After two years, the teachers continue to be enthusiastic about the WANDAH

project. They noted that in the second year of the project, some of the

students' initial excitement over the newness of writing with computers had

disappeared. Now the students tend to see the co pater as a tool to use for

English or nonEnglish writing assignments, rather than just "getting

computer for the fun of it. As one teacher put it some of the original

excitement, "the sparkle in the is gone. Another teacher noted that a

few students were beginning to actually be bored with the computer. But

there was no sense that even though the students were beginning to see

writing on computers as a routine part of their schooling, their attitudes or

the effects of writing on the computer were becoming negative. There now was

more focus on writing and less on manipulating the computer. As the project

director put it, the experience with the writing center was like getting a

new car: The fascination wears off and it becomes a part of life, no longer

thought of as new, but still something that one would be lost without.

The teachers reported both increased quantity of writing--not only are

more papers assigned, but students write longer assignments--and increases in

quality compareJ to what would have been expected without WANDAH. Because

students do not mind revising, papers are more accurately and carefully done,

again in part because the students still enjoy writing on computers. As

during the interviews in the other project schools, the English teachers

cited specific indicators of increased quality in writing--such as more

detail, better expression of characters' feelings and more vivid imagery,
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more sentences that "sound right", better word choices, better use of

transitions and verbs, better developed paragraphs, and more thoughtful

writing.

According to the teachers, some students do get frustrated with what is

often, at the same time, the most useful part of the WANDAH system, the word

processing section, because of the number of keying steps that are necessary.

Etude ts tend to use the prewriting parts of WANDAH very little. For some,

the .estioning and the beeping are bothersome- But prewriting tends to be

done in the classroom, with the whole class, prior to going to the writing

lab. Teachers also ccamnented that the students liked peer review (groups,

including the suggestions they received for revising their papers.

The teachers have found WANDAH to be very compatible with and

instrumental for process writing. There was agreement that WANDAH had helped

them to become better process writing teachers, moving away from brief

overnight writing assignments.

No concern was expressed by the Logan English teachers that use of

WANDAH and the computers for writing had increased their teaching load. If

anything, there was smme sense of an easing of load because they had tended

to assign a considerable amcnint of writing before and now the papers were

much easier to read.L Better papers were promoted both by the computer aids

and by peer review, with students now willing to go through four or five

drafts if necessary.

The majority of the teachers believe that they are teaching less grammar

now; certainly, there is less formal instruction of grammar. Two teachers

did wonder if the students will be as well prepared and if the lack of

grammatical terminology might inhibit students' ability to think about their

writing. All but one teacher also thought that they were probably teaching

3,1 5 6



less literature, althou h moving to the trimester system, one pDinted out,

had an effect as well. On the other hand, the teachers commented that they

-led literature for writing assignments and that perhaps those assignments

were now more meaningful, making the teaching of literature more effective.

As in the other schools, Logan teachers were concerned with the problems

of scheduling with only 20 computers available for use. There was the

feeling that sometimes the "tail was wagging the to ith the curriculum

being fit tn the writing lab schedule. But there was a general consensus

that the benefits outweighed the disadvantages.. Also, two teachers commented

that the scheduling difficulties seemed to be easing in the second year and

that they sense more flexibility in using the computers. Teachers are even

willing to not send students to the writing lab when scheduled if they are

not yet at that stage of the writing cycle. All of the teachers agreed that

the full-time aide was essential to their use of the writing lab. The only

reservation was that the aide was not available to help students in the lab

after school.

Students. Of the 22 students (three ninth, 11 eleventh, and 6 twelfth

graders) who were interviewed, all but one stated enthusiastically that they

liked to use WANDAH for writing. Their biggest complaint was the limited

number of computers, which meant that their time in the writing lab was

restricted. Positive reactions to writing with WANDAH came as consistently

from nonacademically-oriented as from academically-oriented students. Like

the students at other schools, Logan students reported writing on the

computer is easier and more fun, and they indicated that they are more eager

to write with the computer--even one student who said that he previously

"hated writing". The Logan students like WANDAH for the same reasons that

students in'other schools do: the ease of revision, the help with spelling,
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punctAultion, sentence length, "be" verbs, and prepositions. Students also

commented positively on the peer revie -ng of one another's papers.

Students reported that they were encouraged tci use WANDAH in subjects

other than EnglistL Students who were now in their second year of use of the

computer (the t-elfth graders) were most active in looking for new

applications, such as to write papers in nonEnglish classes. In the second

year of the project, there was no sense of diminished student enthusiasmi.

NonEnglish teachers. The project director at the Log-- High School has

actively involved nonEnglish teachers in writing, including a writing group

that meets after school. Four nonEnglish teachers were interviewedtwo

mathematics teachers, one French-Spanish teacher, and a biology teacher. All

thought that they had been able to observe the effects of the WANDAH project

on their students'writing. Interestingly' both mathematics teachers had

students write in the lab, writing out math problems and the thought

processes involved in working the problems. The biology teacher ialso

used the writing lab with advanced placement students, and found that

students were much more willing to write when the luld do so on

had

the

the

computer. The French-Spanish teacher had not used the computer because of

the lack -f availability of foreign language type, but yet thought that use

of WANDAH had affected the students' grammar. She commented that she had

never heard a negative comment from students or teachers About the writing
fi

lab.

Principal. Consistent with the other schools, the principal at the

Logan High School is enthusiastic about the WANDAH project. The writing lab

located, as is all of the English Department, in a renovated elementary

school which is immediately next to the high school. The writing lab is

especially spacious and pleasant, and the principal as pleased that
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excellent facilities had been available in the inherited elementary school

building.

He noted the very active role of the department head and the assistant

superintendent for curriculum in investigating WANDAH, obtaining permission

to use it at Logan, and obtaining first year funding. It was a grass roots

development of which he was very supportive-

The principal in Logan has not had a great many comments from parents

about the lab, but believes that is normal when any pa t of the school is

operating well. He always takes visitors to the writing lab, even if they

have come to the school for some other reason, such as to observe the

trimester system in operation. So, he is in the lab frequently and he likes

what he sees. The students are on-task- He is particularly impressed by the

students' willingness to share their own papers and to comment on others'

papers, something he did not really believe would happen.

The principal said that he did not have much sense of the impact of the

WANDAH project on the quality of student writing, although he knew that

students were writing more papers and longer papers.. He did wonder if

students' ACT scores might not be a little lower as a result of the greater

emphasis on writing. Nevertheless, he thought that overall the writing lab

was the right way to go and there was no question in his mind as to whether

he would encourage submission of the original WANDAH project proposal if he

had it all to do over again.

Summan,. After two years in operation, the teachers, students, and the

principal associated with the Logan WANDAH project are still enthusiastic,

even if that enthusiasm has been tempered somewhat . The newness of working

with computers has worn off, and students seem to be accepting the computer

now as a tool for writing. The teachers see WANDAH and the computers as very
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helpful in process writing instruction, although there is some concern as to

whether sufficient grammar and usage are being taught. No one would be

willing to give up the writing lab, =-d the major desire in regard to the lab

was simply to have more computers so that there would be more time available

for students to write.

Park SLEE High School

Ji-t as the visit to Mountain Crest High School pr_ uced a contrast to

the previous visits' so did the visit to Park City High School. The four

Snglish teachers using WANDAH, including the department head, were all

positive but reserved in their appraisal of the WANDAH project. There

appeared to be several possible reasons for the reserve. One is that the

teachers generally thought that although WANDAH provided assistance, the

process writing approach upon which it is based had already been an integral

part of their teaching. One commented that the Logan Workshop prior to

implementation of the WkNTDAH project made him realize how much he already

knew about process writi-- Another commented that based on what he had been

doing in pri -_- years he could have "written the book" on process writing.

And a third commented that he was hired at P_ik City High School because of

his background and oompetence in process writing.

A second reason for some reserve might have been that the proposal

apparently was not of "grass roots" origin. The idea for the WANDAH project

originated in the superintendent's offim and the department head was, "on

rather short notice"' instructed to have a proposal ready. The auperintendent

apparently played a major role in the weLting of the proposal. Although the

principal of the high school stated that the proposal grew from parents'

expressions of need for attention to composition and

did not appear to be convinced.
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Thirdly, Park City is a relatively affluent community and many of the

students have computers in their homes. Moreover, there were already a

number of computersincluding a computer science lab and a business computer

labin the school. So the addition of the WANDAH writing lab was not

viewed as particularly innovative, nor was comiter use a new experience for

many students*

Whether any one or all of these were factors, the English Department

evidenced a rather independent attitude, close to suggesting resentment that

some outside influence/ such as the USOE, would believe that it could improve

the department's language arts program. However, the hesitance about outside

influences did not come across as negativism in regard to the WANDAH project,

although again there was some reserve. One teacher noted that she was not

sure whether her students' writing had improved even though their eagerness

to revise what they had written had increased. Another thought that the

products his students were writing had improved because of the increased

emphasis on process writing. Before, the students seemed to have little idea

of any process for writing. Ironically, that same teacher was concerned as

to whether other teachers were teaching process writing, but all of the

teachers said that WANDAH fit very naturally with what they had been doing.

It was also noted by a teacher that the students who were in the middle

d lower levels in terms of writing skills were showing the most improvement

because of the WANDAH editing and revising aids. For the very goad writers,

there was little improvement and some even wanted to type or write by hand

rather than us ng a computer. But simply getting papers at all from the

lower level writers was a significant improvement. These students love to

work on the computer with WANDAH, this teacher said, and will make up work to

do on the computer. They write more, their organization is better, they
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produce more substance, and feel better about writin

time in

Another teacher gave specific examples of the effects

e willing to put

of WANDAH.

A student who was not academically-inclined and had never written more than a

two and-a-half page paper before would now work in the writing lab for two

hours after school, producing papers as long as six pages. Another student

who had complained about writing is now willing to write. And, another

student who alwa7s wrote overly simply, now elaborates well.

All of the teachers agreed that the writing lab augmented their prior

process writing orientation and made it easier to implement process writing.

For example, one teacher noted that where before he was lucky to get two

revisions out-of students, now three or four revisions are common.

In terms of teaching load, the English teachers expressed little

concern. One teacher noted that the WANDAH lab was a mixed blessing when

was necessary to split a class to send part to the lab. However, as other

teachers noted, Park City has relatively small classes--25 students and

under--and the additional writing that students did on the computer created

few problems, as did the preparation for the split classes. At least one

teacher used peer review groups as a means of providing students with

suggestions for changes, while another teacher suggested that peer reviewing

probably was not working well for him or for mosZ7 f the English teachers.

All but one teacher thought that the use of WANDAH was not leading them

to teach any more writing than they had before. By the same token, none of

the teachers thought they were teaching any less grammar than before. All

said that their grammar instruction had been primarily individual and

informal prior to the WANDAH project. Similarly, while one teache- thought

that the emphasis on process writing might be reducing somewhat the teaching
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of literature, two said it was having no effect on the amount of literature

taught, and one said he was teaching more because he taught literature to

half of the class while the others were in the writing lab. One teacher

emphasized that he used literature as the basis for the compositions which he

assigned.

There seemed to be a consensus among the teachers that not all students

were positive about their use of WANDAH, although most were. Some students

ask when they can use it; others resist using it. The latter has been

particularly true for students who have their own computers with word

processing programs at home, and who find the word processing portion of

WANDAH more awkward to use. At the same time, some students are frustrated

by the lack of availability of computers, despite the fact that the writing

lab is often open at 6:30 a.m. Again, interestingly, few students seem to

find the prewriting WANDAH aids useful, and it did not appear that the

teachers emphasize t There had been some trouble with disks being

out by computer maifunctions, which created a high level of frustration

students.

Students, The

wiped

among

-ses of the 17 ninth through twelfth-grade students

who were interviewed reflected those of the teachers.. They were less excited

about the writing lab than the students in any other school, except perhaps

Mountain Crest- Many of them had computers in their homes and preferred the

word processing programs which they had there. Moreover, there are other

computers in the school with different, more easily used, and more preferred

word processing programs. Most of the students indicated that they wanted to

have the writing lab maintained in the school, but they were not as strong in

their response as students had been in other schoolss.. One student wanted the
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WANDAH project taken out of the school-- he first and only such response that

the site visit team encountered.

Nevertheless, when asked if they liked using WANDAH for writing, all but

three students said yes. Those who did not like WANDAH compared it

unfavorably with the WordStar word processing program. Four students

indicated that they did not think they had learned to write any better with

WANDAH than they would have without. And, the students were about split when

asked whether they thought that learning to write usingWANDAH had helped

them to write better when they were writing with pencil and paper or in

classes other than English. Several students commented that they did like

writing much better, that _it was no longer painful or a hassle, something to

be hated. The students cited very few specific WANDAH aids which they found

helpful, in contrast to students in other schools.

NonEnglish teachers. Three nonEnglish teachers--a resource room teacher

and two social studies teachers were interviewed. The resource room teacher

had not noticed any impact of the WANDAH project on the writing that students

did in his class, but would like to have them writing more on the computer.

He thought that WANDAH is an excellent resource to have in the school. The

social studies teachers noticed that students seem to be writing better since

the WANDAH project. The students of both did writing assignments using the

writing lab. While one was indifferent to whether the students did their

assignments using the computer, the other preferred it because the

assignments were so much easier and faster to correct. That same teacher

also indicated that he thought that the students' attitude toward writing had

improved with the WANDAH project and that he had heard nothing but positive

comments from the students. Interestingly, too, that teacher commented that
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the full-time aide, a professionally-trained teacher, was excellent, echoing

what had been said by the English teachers.

principal. The Park City High School pr ncipal is very supportive of

his staff and enthusiastic about the project. He saw Park City High School

as on the move to being a first class academic institution and felt that the

increased emphasis on writing instruction was an important contribution.* As

noted, it was his belief that the proposal for the WANDAH project grew from

parent concern with writing instruction, and he said that he no longer heard

from parents that the school needed to be doing more with composition. It

should be noted that even though he had thought there were ways in which the

writing program could be improved, it was also his belief that before the

WANDAH projec, the program was, in many ways, already ahead of those in

other school:-

The principal thought there had been more emphasis on process writing

with the WAMAH project, and that teachers were willing to give more writing

assignmenta because of the neat, revised copy which they received when

writing was done on the computer. He also was very complimentary of the

aide. The policy, he said, was that teachers were not to "dumpM students in

-he writing lab, but were to have them prepared and to be in the lab as much

possible themselves. He thought that the ease of editing and revision had

caused the students to be more knowledgeable and better technicians in their

writing. He had no concerns that other parts of the language arts curriculum

were being neglected as a result of the WANDAH project.

Summar- The atmosphere of the Park City High School reminded the

statewide evaluator very.much of that of an eastern private school. The

student body is smaller than those of schools in the previous site visits,

and there was not a great deal of imposed structure, with informality in
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interactions between teachers .1nd students, as well as between teachers.

That obse_ ation is not intended as a criticism, but as a further indication

of the independence in attitude that might have contributed to a moderate

reaction to WANDA&

With reserve, the teachers agreed that the WANDAH project was helpful to

students, particularly the lower academic achievers, and that it was having

some positive influence on students' writing and on their attitudes toward

writing. The students, too, were moderate in their enthusiasm, with many of

them preferring to use the word processors which they had at home or that

were available elsewhere in the school. The principal was very supportive of

his staff and was pleased by the additional emphasis on writing encouraged by

the WANDAH project. It seemed clear that while WANDAR was a generally, if

not warmly, welcomed addition to the school curriculum, the situation at P k

City could not be typified as one of great enthusiasm toward or of great

impact by the WANDAE project. Nevertheless, there was certainly not a sense

that teachers or students, with one exception, would be anything but unhappy

to see the writing lab disappe

North Summit

In contrast with all of the other WANDAH projects, middle school as well

high school students are part of the North Summit project. North Summit

also has the smallest student population of any of the districts that have

project schools. One teacher in the middle school, who is also the project

director, is responsible for the writing instruction of the seventh and

eighth-grade s all of whom are in the WANDAH project; at the high school,

two English teachers were involved. The contract of one of the high school

teachers is not being renewed for the coming school year, creating another
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contrast with the schools which had been visited previously and a morale

factor which needed to be taken into consideration during the interviewing.

All three teachers were interviewed during the site visit.

The middle school teacher noted that there is nothing in the WANDAH

system that seventh and eighth-graders cannot use at their level of

sophistication, although with seventh and eighth-graders, the teacher could

not tap the full potential of some parts of WANDAH, such as the prewriting

aids. She is looking forward to finding out what happens when students who

started using a process-oriented computer writing program in the seventh and

eighth grades reach high school.

The middle school teacher was particularly pleased becauze the students

stayed on-task when writing on the computer, and 100% of the computer

assignments were handed in. With handwritten assignments, even if class time

is given to the students for writing, a great many assignments do not get

completed.

Perhaps the biggest advantage of WANDAH, from this teacher's point of

view, is that it makes the students conscious of what they do when they

write. For example, when they first used the "be" verbs aid, students were

appalled at the number of nonaction verbs in their papers. The sentence

length graphs and the word usage aids also make the students much more aware

of what to look for in good writing.

Although this teacher was not certain that the students' writing had

improved because of WANDAH, it certainly made writing much more exciting and

much more of interest to thenu She found that the students parl-icularly

liked the parts of WANDAH which helped them to evaluate pieces of writing.

They would even put the princi memos on the computer, analyze them for

"be" verbs, sentence lengtb, and so forth, and return them to the princioal
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(which' it was clear during his interview, he took with a great deal of good

humor).

The basic attitude change is that the students are more eager to wr e;

but that eagerness dld not neceszarily transfer to writing with paper and

penciL And, the students still do little revision when not on the computer.

They know the things to look for, but do not necessarily do so. Or, perhaps,

the teacher noted, it is simply not as easy to revise when they are not on

the computer, and so they don't.

The WANDAH project increased this teacher's emphasis on prewriting.

Knowing that the students ne_ ed to be prepared when they got to the writing

lab, and- that the students themselves wanted to be ready' much prewriting was

done in class. She had the students use the prewriting part of WANDAH once,

but the students did not particularly like such things flashing lights as

signals during prewriting exercises. In any event, there was not sufficient

time in the writing lab for much use of the WANDAH prewriting aids.

The emphasis on process writing had led, she believed' to less teaching

of grammar, and she was concerned. This teacher is still struggling with

whether working on grammar in the context of the students' own writing will

substitute for formal instruction at this grade level. She is not convinced

that what the students are learning about grammar and usage in English is

carrying over into writing in other curriculum areas. The emphasis on

process writing has not had an effect on the amount of literature this

teacher teaches. She believes she had never taught enough literature and

still does not. A serious difficulty is finding appropriate literature for

this age level that doesn't take too long to read; then_ it is difficult to

mesh the reading with writing assignments on the computen As a consequence,

she felt no particular imbalance in the language arts curriculum as a result
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of the WANDAH project; but she worried that the Utah State Core Curriculum

might be overbalanced toward writing, although writing is clearly of great

i port and should be central in the language arts.

She did not believe that her work load had become any heavier as a

result of the WANDAH Project. She had been using process writing before (as

a prior participant in the Utah Writing Project), so WANDAH complemented what

she was doing--and students' papers are easier to read- She also found that

it was easy for her middle school students to figure out how to use WANDAI-L

Scheduling presented the greatest difficulty, with only twelve computers

in the lab. She can send only one-third of her class to the writing lab at

once, and students usually go to the lab every third day during the two

at a time when she is scheduled for lab use (a cutback from the original

three weeks, due to belief at the high school level that two weeks there was

insufficient). More computers are clearly needed, in her opinion. And, the

trained teacher who is the writing lab aide is vital.

The computers are located in a room in the high school (which

the Special Education room) and middle school students have to walk

street -d approximately half of a block to the lab. However, this

create no particular problems.

students are so eager to get to

Lhey usually run to get there.

had been

across a

seems to

The middle school teacher noted that the

the lab that, rather than dilly dallying,

it seemed better to have middle school

,,4udents, rather than high school students, moving from building to building.

At the high school level, one of the teachers had partici4?ated in the

Utah Writing project earlier, and found WANDAH to be very complementary.

This teacher thought that students were " _ning up" as they never had

before, and writing excellent papems. The other teacher, who also thought

that WANDAH had reinforced a shift toward process
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he had effected earlier/ thought that a major advantage of WANDAH was that

the students could now visualize what thei: writing looks like, making

revisions easier. Both thought that students' writing had improved (and

cited changes) due to the WANDAH project, ith the volume of writing

definitely up. Students are not only writing more assignments, but producing

longer pieces of writ:Lng. Both noted the lack of time on the ccmputer as a

serious limitation, as is the press of having to be in the writing lab

scheduled times, which interrupts the flow of the writing process.

Both high school teachers indicated they had seen significant changes in

student attitudes toward writing. One indicated that students now know that

they can write and can be successful in doing so. The ease of revision is

particularly conduci _ to good attitudes, he said. However, the same teacher

found that for some students sitting at the computer is too regimented, and

for some the process of handwriting itself seems to be important in writing.

He also indicated that the students did not particularly like the WANDAH

prewriting aids and that he rarely uses them. The other teacher noted that

some students still do not like to write, but they are much less apt now to

say, "I can't do it." This teacher also thought that better attitudes were

carrying over to pencil-and-papar writing, and that students were doing

better on writing essay questions in other classes. Both said that it was

not necessarily "Tood" or "bad" students who liked or did not like writing

with WANDAH.

One teacher thought that he was teaching less grammar than before and

was bothered by that to a certain extent, in part because standardized tests

do test on grammar. He also thought that using literature as the basis for

writing had restricted the amount of literature that he taught. In contrast,

the other teacher thought that the WANDAH project allowed him to do more with
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the teaching of literature. It gave him more time to work with individuals

and more time to discuss in class the literature used as the basis for

writing assignments-

I- terms of work load, one teacher thought that there had not really

been any change: the other teacher agreed, but elaborated by pointing out

that the products from the computer were much easier to read. He was

concerned because he was still having difficulty using peer review, and

spends a lot of time in individual conferences with students. Both high

school teachers noted rather severe difficulties due to the lack of a

sufficient number of computers in the writing lab/ with only from one-third

to one-half of the class able to be writing on the computer at any one timie.

And the problem was stated not only in terms of the difficulties of

scheduling and planning what to do with students waiting their turn in the

lab, but the inability to have students on the computers a sufficient amount

of time for maximum learning. Again, the writing lab aide was mentioned as a

significant positive factor.

Students. Twelve middle school students were interviewed and 10 high

school students. In general, their reactions to the WANDAH project were

positive and very similar to those of students at the previous schools.

WANDAH (with the exception of Park City and Mountain Crest) received strong

votes of confidence. Interestingly, the middle school students found it more

difficult to express the specific ways in which WANDAH was helpful to them,

even though they agreed that WANDAH w s useful. Ease of revisions, the

editing aids in general, and readability of printed copy were cited by

students at both levels, while the high school students tended to be more

likely to mention specific aids, such as sentence length graphs.



Non English teachers. Three nonEnglish teachers, a math, science, and

social studies teacher, were interviewed in the North Summit Middle School.

All were positive toward having WANDAH in the school and would like to have

their students do more writing on the computem

Principels. Two principals were interviewed d -ing the North Summit

site visit, because of the involvement _f two schools. Both were

enthusiastic about the _-oject, and both indicated' as the project director

had, that the auperintendent had been very active in preparation of the grant

proposal for the project. The superintendent was interested in the

application of computers to writing instruction at the middle school leveL

Nevertheless, the high school princlpal, as had the high school teachers,

seemed to feel that middle school use of the writing lab encroached on the

time needed for adequate high school instruction.

Both principals found parents to be very supportive. Ttie high school

principal noted that parents commented on their childrens' interest in

writing and complained that the students could not get adequate time on the

limited number of computers. The junior high school principal indicated that

he took parents to the writing lab every opportunity he had, as well as

mentioning it during parent conferences, and that there had been several

articles and examples of student writing in the local newspaper. Both

indicated that they would like t- have a lab large enough and with a

sufficient number of computers to be able to have an entire class in at once.

Both principals said that they definitely believe more writing is oeing

taught and that students are more interested in writing --d positive abo_t

writing on the computer, with excellent time on-task while they --r in the

writing lab. The middle school principal noted that writing on the computer

has helped to bring about a greater emphasis on computers in both math and
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scienice. Neither principal was concerned about any imbalance

curriculum Both were pleased to have the WANDAH project, although both

expressed serious concerns about the limited time students had on the

compt=ers. Both indicated that the writing lab aide is crucial. The high

school principal noted in particular that even though the student-teacher

ratio is not affected directly, with the aide students do get more writing

assistance than they would without the WANDAH project.

Summary. Based on the first year's experience in North Summit, writing

with WANDAH does seem appropriate for seventh and eighth-grade students.

Lack of keyboarding skills presented some problems at that level; but

beginning next year, those skills will be taught in the sixth grade. Again,

there was general overall satisfaction with the WANDAB project' despite

considerable concern by teachers and administrators about the limited number

of computers' and expressions by the students that they would like to be able

t_ have more time to write on the computer.

Suirala- of Site Visits

Few educational innovat ons are appropriate for a wide range of students

and for a variety of teachers. It was, therefore, somewhat surprising to

find near unanimous enthusiasm for the WANDAH projects' albeit for different

reasons from different students and teachers, during the slte visits. Some

teachers feel positive about the WANDAH project because it complemented the

emphasis which they already placed on process writing; for others, the

strength of the WANDAH project was the impetus it gave them to become process

writing tew:hers. Some teachers like their WANDAH project because it is

leading to greater emphasis on writing, which they thought was -entral to the

language arts curriculuW; others liked it because it helped them to integrate
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writing with the teaching of literature and thereby strengthen what they were

doing in that area. More able students tended to say they liked WANDAH

because of the ease of revision with the word processing part of the system;

less academically-inclined students, wIp were also less likely to be skilled

writers, found the editing and revision aids and the neatness of the printed

copy to be particularly appealing. The teachers' comments tended to

corroborate the students' comments in regard to the relative merits of the

WANDAH system for students at different academic and writi

There was also unanimity among the teachers that the WANDAH project had

resulted in greater quantities of writing by their students, both because

they were giving more writing assignments and because the students were

writing longer-papers. And students are on-task in the writing lab- There

was also agreement that the papers were much easier to read because they were

in print and better revised and edited. All of the principals in the WANDAH

project schools also said that greater quantity of writing had resulted from

their WANDAH project, and all are pleased to have WANDAH projects in their

schools. Principals oammented that with the computers and the writing lab

aide (absent at the Mountain Crest High School), students were getting more

writing instruction even though the teacher-student ratio had not changeL

This is considered to be an imporzt indicator of productivity.

There were concerns. Not all teachers are convinced that teaching

grammar informally and individually through student writings is feasible or

resulting in adequate student learning. Nor do all teachers agree that the

new emphasis on writing with the WANDAH project is not interfering with the

teaching of literature. By the same token, there are a few students who do

not like to write on the computer, because writing things out by hand seems

essential to self expression, because they lack keyboarding skills, or
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because they have access to dther word processing programs that are easier to

use. Some teachers would like more sophisticated computer writing software.

Interestingly, t students or teachers have found the prewriting part of the

WANDAH system to be useful--the students because their teachers often had not

introduced them to it or because they were annoyed by blank screens and

the teachers in large part because the limited time which students had

available to write on the computers did not seem to be well used by time-

consuaming prewriting activities. Indeed, all of the groups interviewed--

English teachers and project directors, students, principals, and nonEnglish

teachers--agreed that more computers in the writing labs would be extremely

desirable. NonEnglish teachers indicated that they would like their students

to do writing assignments in the writing lab, and those in schools where such

writing was encotwaged generally indicated that they were looking forward to

expanding across-curriculum writing using the computer.

Despite the generally surprising unanimity of opinion about use of the

WMIDAH system, there were contrasts. The site visit to the Park City High

School is an example. The site visit there indicated that although WANDAH

was a useful addition to the language arts curriculum there, computer-

assisted writing instruction may not be as likely to receive an enthusiastic

reception in schools in more af.luent communities where computers and word

processing programs are available in many homes and in other places in the

school, or if the teachers do not feel involved in the decision to implement

a computer writing lab.

The Mountain Crest High School, the only WANDAH project without a full-

time writing lab aide, presented another contrast. Although not of benefit to

the teachers and the students there, the contrast was perhaps fortunate

for those planning other projects because it indicates the importance of
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employing full-time aides for writing labs. The absence of an aide limited

the use of the Mountain Crest writing lab by teachers who were well aware of

its potential' and frustrated students, with a negative impact on teacher and

student morale. Although experiences at two schools indicated that student

aides can be helpful in writing labs, and while volunteers from the community

maybe helpful, a full-time aide is definitely an essential ingredient of

successful writing labs. It i4 particularly helpful to have a trained

professional teacher as a writing lab aide' because that person can provide

writing assistance as well as computer assistance; however' a competent

paraprofessional--another contrast fortunately provided by the Roy High

School projectcan clearly be of more than minimal assistance to teachers

who must split classfm The presence of an aide also allows teachers to

address writing problems' and not computer usage, when they are in the lab

with students.

Despite the agreement about increased cpantity in writing, consensus

not so clear in regard to increa ed quality of writing, eSpecially when

students were not able to use the comput-r for writing in English or when

they were writi:_ in other classes.

One further contrast is important: that is, the use of th- WANDAH

writing system with seventh and eighth grade middle school students in the

North Summit school district. The year of experience there indicates that

although seventh and eighth-graders cannot use WANDAH to its f-ll

sophistication and may not, even be able to identify verbally some of the

particular advantages it has for their writing' WANDAH use did ap-=ar to have

a positive influence on the students' conceptualization of the writing task,

the amount of wr ting which they did, and their attitudes toward writing--

t as writing with the computer at the higher grade levels was generally
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regarded by teachers and students to have a positive impact on attitudes

toward writing, with students less apprehensive about writing, and with

students who had rarely written before now writing and producing surprisingly

creative assignments.

The site visits revealed some teachers' reservations in regard to the

teaching of grammar and literature, generally limited use of the prewriting

part of the WANDAH system, a few students' reservations about writing on the

computer c =3ing the word processing part of the WANDAH system, a reserved

reception for the WANDAH project at one school, and difficulties at another

school due to the lack of a writing lab aide. All of these indicate that the

WANDAH system is not a panacea for teaching writing. Nevertheless, the site

visits indicated that the users view the WANDAH projects as successes. This

appraisal continues into the second year of the Logan project, where the

computer has lost much of its novelty but continues to be viewed by teachers

and students as a very useful tool for learning to write.

STUDENT ASSESSMENTS

In addition to the information from WANDAH project users gathered during

the site visits to the seven projects, quantitative data on students' writing

and attitudes toward writing were gathered as part of the statewide

evaluation of the WANDAH system Revisions by students, general quality of

writing, a d attitudes toward writing were assessed with eight dependent

measures. Comparisons were made between WANDAH project students and

nonWANDAH students at the same grade level and between students' pretest and

posttest scores.
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Design

As noted in the Introduction, d writing p o pt was administered to

students in the WANDAH project schools in May, 1985, in anticipation by USOE

staff of a statewide evaluation effort. And, at the October 2, 1985, meeting

of project directors and third-party evaluators, it was agreed that the

students included in that initial assessment would be the accessible

population for any further data-gathering. A sample of approximately 25% of

that population was to be selected randomly for data analysis.

In order to have a comparison group for an evaluation study, a sample of

students from the H High School was included in the May, 1985 writing sample.

Prior to the October 2, 1985 meeting, no comparison groups had been arranged

in other project districts. Efforts were made to obtain control students at

the A and G High Schools. However, attrition of students from pretesting to

the posttesting left so few students in the comparison groups at.those t

schools that "t was not feasible to include them in data analyses. In one

school district, the writing prompt which had been administered to the

accessible population in May, 1985 was administered by the project third-

party evaluator, in October, 1985, to students at the I and the 3 High

Schools. That assessment provided comparison groups for a limited contrast

with the B High School WANDAH project students.

The statewide evaluator drew the agreed-upon 25% sample from the project

and H High School student- who were included in the May, 1985 testing, as

well as from the students tested at the I and 3 High Schools in October 1985.

The sample sizes for the various schools, broken down by numbers of males and

females, are presented in Table 1. All of the students in thc:, project

samples used the WANDAH system only during the 1985-86 School Year, even
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Table 1

2.mis sizes and nunters of males and females.

Grade
School 7 8 10 11 12 Total

A 9/3 10/6

a 9/9 7/7

13/13 14/15 55

12/12 11/4

12/12 24

12/12 10/10

7/7 8/8 8/7 8/8 5/1 67

20/20 17/17 74

20/20

10/10 10/10

Total 7/7 8/8 8/7 125/119 84/70

Note. The numbers of males precedes the slash, with the number
ZZtemales after the slash. Also, He I, and 3 are compariLon
groups.
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though the E High School project was in its second year. The E High School

eleventh graders included, as tenth graders, in the May, 1985 w iting

assessment had not used the writing lab during the project's first year,

except for a brief one-p-riod introduction in preparation for lab use as

eleventh graders.

t should be noted that maintaining the 25% sample of those students who

responded to the May 1985 writing prompt presented some difficulties. The

decision at the October 2, 1985 meeting was to include in the ssmple students

for whom data were available on all of six assessments (i.e.., pre- and

posttestings with two writing samples and an Opinion Survey). There i_ of

course, always a certain amount -f attrition because students move or are

absent on the day of a particular test. In addition, school staff were not

always certain which students had been included in the initial writing

sample. And, in at least one school, testing in individual classrooms rather

than in large groups, as w done for the first writing sample, resulted in

the loss of some students. Al-- in one posttesting instance, four students

were inadvertently given the oretest version of the attitudes instrument, and

the items to assess attitudes toward writing with compute- were missing.

Also, the pretest attitude questionnaires for the B High School sample were

misplaced and never reached the statewide evaluator for analysis.

When a total set of assessments was not available for a student, a

replacement student was selected randomly, where possible maintaining equal

numbers of males and females as in the initial sample. In some instances,

maintaining that balance was not possible because of the limited number of

students available. Random replacement al became difficult because of the

limited number of students with complete data sets available from some
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schools6 To maintain the size of the H High School comparison group sample,

four students who were missing one of the attitude surveys were included,

because both of their writing samples were availeAole. Alternate attitude

scores were obtained by randomly select ng students for whom attitude scores,

but not both writing samples, were available. The same procedure was

followed with nine students in project schools. In addition, a few of the

"An Influential Pers- papers could not be scored for revisions because the

student's writing could not be read or because the student had erased the

original writing; and, two "Hcmlawork Letter papers could not be scored

because first pages were discovered to be missing during the holistic coding

session. Consequently, the actual samples used for analyses varied somewhat

from the numbers in Table 1.

As can be seen from Table 1, most of the WANDAH projects involved

students in the eleventh and twelfth grades. The E High School project,

where only eleventh graders were involved in May, 1985 testing, is one

exception. The seventh, eighth, and tenth graders in the School G WANDAH

project are the other exception.

The H High School sample, which included both eleventh and .welfth

graders, was used as a comparison group for each of the eleventh and twelfth

grade samples. In the terminology of educational research, a nonequivalent

control group design was used for these comparisons. However, no comparison

groups were available for the School G seventh, eighth, and tenth graders.

As a result, the design there was a pre-experimental pretest-posttest, one-

group desigm

2201.11.Measures

Three types of dependent measures were obtained through student

assessments: (1 ) tallies of student revisions on a piece of umidting; (2)
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holistic estimates of quality of student writing; and, (3) asses -ments of

attitudes toward writing and toward writing with computers. All of the

me. -es ith the exception of the writing prompt administered in May, 1985,

h ch was administered ty an. USOE staff member, were administered by the

English teachers involved in the WANDAH projects.

Revision scores. A writing prompt entitled, "An Influential Person" was

included i- the student asse_-ment to obtain an indication of the number and

types of revisions which students would make in a piece of writing. (See

Appendix E for the posttest prompt and instructions teachers and

students.) Students wexe to be instructed to write for one half-hour,

writing only on one side of the paper and on every other line. After their

papers were handed in, students were to be told that they would have 30

minutes during the next class meeting to make revisions in their papers, and

to think overnight about the revisions which they might make. The next class

period they were to be asked to insert any revisions on the lines left blank

or on additional pieces of paper to be stapled to the original compositim.

Dr. Charles Duke, Professor and Head of the Department of Secon ary

Education at Utah State University, developed a revision tally sheet and

supervised the scoring of the papers. He began by examining the aspects of

revision which are described in the WANDAH system manual and developing a

sheet for tallying revisions that included those categories. When Dr. Duke

used the sheet to score approximately 30 p etest writing samples (the

posttest prompt had not yet been administered), he discovered that some

revisions which the students were making could not be coded in the WANDAH

categories. If all of the revisions which students made were to be

categorized, categories based only on the WANDAH system would be inadequate.

He then reviewed scoring categories from the National Asse sment of
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Educational Progress and found several which seemed to encompass the

nonWANDAH revisions he had found. He added those categories to the tally

sheet and scored more paoers. The revised tally sheet encompassed all of the

students' revisions, and was deemed ready for use. (The tally sheet is

included in Appendix F.)

Once the posttest papers were available, information that identified

student, school, or date of admInIstration was deleted, and an identification

number was written on each paper. To ensure blind" scoring, whether the

papers were from pretest or posttest administrations was indicated by a one-

digit number included in each identification number. (Dr. Duke reported

later that no coders indicated any recognition of the school, grade level, or

pre-posttest-status of individual papers.) in preparation for coding, the

students' papers were then mixed so that they were in no particular order, by

school, grade level, or pretest or posttest.

Five people--three composition specialists and two graduate students

with areas of emphasis in writing--scored the writing samples for revisions

in a six-hour session, with Dr. Duke supervising. As scoring began, the

tally sheets seemed satisfactory except for one type of revisions that could

not be coded. Consequently, another category was added under, "III.

Organizational and Content Changes". It is entitled "Structural Changes".

The following revisions were tallied in this category:

Replacement of Information--rewording without altering meaning, usually

consisting of the same number of words.

R -ognition Ad is ion--words inserted that seem to have been left out

in haste or carelessness, or redundant words deleted.

Paragraph Changeinsertion of a symbol to indicate a new paragraph, or

that a paragraph break is to be ignored.
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Paragraph Order Ehme_ arrows or notes used to indicate the change in

placement of paragraphs.

Sentence/Word Order Change/Movementchanges in the order of words or

sentences indicated by a line or arrow.

The "Structural Changes" category is included as Category III. D. on the

tally sheet in Appendix F.

Holistic scores. The writing sample obtained with the prompt entitled,

"Increased Homework" (see Appendix E), administered in May, 1985, had been

developed by the Jordan School District and was used by permission. The

writing sample from that prompt was intended to be scored holistically.

discussed above, in October, 1985, another writing prompt' "An Influential

Person" (see Appendix E), was administered to obtain information on a number

of revisions which students would make in their writing. It was decided that

to obtain a more reliable estimate of quality of writing' the revised writing

samples from the "An Influential Person"

holistically.

Holistic scores were used as an

prompt would also be scored

indication of quality of writing with

some reservationgu Concerns were expressed at the October 2, 1985 meeting

to the validity of holistic scoring as an indicator of quality of writing

that might be affected by the use of WANDAH. The question was also raised

to whether WANDAH programs that began sometime between October and December,

1985 could be expected bo have sufficient impact on students' writing by late

April, 1986, to affect holistic scores on the other hand, if holistic

scoring would be sufficiently sensitive to the changes in writing skills that

might be brought about by use of the WANDAH system. In addition, the USOE

staff member who, in May of 1985, administered the pretest "Increased

Homework writing prompt to students in large group settings in each school
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commented on difficulties that arose during some of the testing sessions, as

well as on the apparently low motivation of students near the end of the

school year. Then, questions arose during the Spring 1986 posttesting about

the students' motivation to do well in responding to the two writing prompts.

Some teachers said that students had reacted negatively to being asked to

write on the same topic within a nine to twelve-month period. The reluctance

to write again on the same topics might have been heightened because the

writing prompts were not given as regular classroom assignoents, so the

motivation of grades, or even of knowing that the teacher would be reviewing

the assignments for quality, was missing. Finally, the posttests were

administered toward the end of the school yea when students are finishing

up schoolwork, taking standardized tests, and generally anticipating summer

vacation. That state of affairs could have detracted further from motivation

to perform as well as possible on what might have been perceived as

additional, extraneous tasks. Clearly, the revision as well as holistic data

obtained from the w iting samples must be interpreted cautiously.

The guides for the holistic scoring of the two writing samples were also

developed by Dr. Charles Duke, and he supervised the holistic scoring. It

was agreed that the papers would be coded at six levels, as is common in

holistic scoring. Dr. Duke examined the two writing .prompts and then

developed preliminary versions of the scoring guides. He then read

approximately 50 papers for each prompts including both pre- and posttest

samples written by seventh through twelfth graders, checking his scoring

sat- ories. He then revised the guides and reread approximately 30 papers

for each prompt.

Dr. Duke next drew representative papers for each of the six coding

levels and put together packets containing at least six writing samples for
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each prompt. The t o persons who had agreed to be table leaders for the

scoring (Dr- Joyce Kinkead, Director of the Freshman Composition Program at

Utah State University, and Dr-Jan Rouse, Director of the Writing Center at

USU, both faculty in UUS English Degmurtment) met with Dr= Duke to review

the scoring guides and co try them out on the sample papers in the packets.

Agreement was reached on the "range maikers" for each of the six coding

levels and some minor final revisions were made in the scoring guides- (The

final scoring guides are included in Appendix GO

As was done with the "An Influential Person" writing samples, all

identifying information was removed from the students' papers for the

"Increased Homework" prompt and an identification number written on each.

The papers were mixed so as to be in no particular order by school, grade

level, or pre-posttest. All of the papers, seventh through twelfth grade,

were coded at once, to ensure a range of scores and so that all would be

coded by the same criteria=

The writing samples for the 'homework Letter" were sco ed first, with

Dr. Duke serving as head reader and Dr. Kinkead and Dr. Rouse serving as

table leaders- Nine other readers participated, four graduate students in the

USU Composition Program and five faculty membe s in USU's English, Elementary

Education, or Secondary Education Departments. The next day, the same head

reader and table leaders, with ten readers (six graduate students in the USU

Composition Program and four faculty members in the USU Department of English

or Secondary Education) met to read the samples for the "An Influential

Person" prompt. The procedures for the scoring sessions are included in

AppendixG. The first scoring session was six hours in length; the second

one was four hours in length, with the shorter time due in part to experience

gained during the first session.
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Some question might arise as to whether the number of revisions on the

"An Influential Person" writing samples influenced readers' judgments about

holistic scores. To answer that question, correlations were run between

scores on the three revision dependent measures (WANDAH revisions, nonWANDAH

revisions, and total number of revisions) and holistic scores on the "An

Influential Person" writing samples. For the pretest, the correlations

were .27, .17, and .23, and on the posttest .18, .32, and .31, indicating

little evidence of influence. In fact, the correlations between the three

revisions scores and the holistic scores for the "Increased Homework" writing

samples were similar--.21, .10, and .16 for the pretest, and .17, .26,

and .25 for the posttest. The similarity in coefficients suggests that there

is a low relationship beLween ability to make revisions and holistic scores,

and that the number of revisions visible on the "An influential Person"

papers did not influence the readers.

Attitudes. An important objective of writing instruction generally, as

well as with computers, is to impr_ _ students' attitudes toward writing. In

order t_ assess that important variable, a 26-item Opinion About Writing

Survey, developed by John A. Daly and Michael D. Miller*, was administered to

the students in October of 1985 and late April or early May of 1986. The

items in the Opinion About Writing Survey were developed to assess students'

attitudes toward writing generally, not toward writing with a computer. The

statewide evaluator developed nine items to be added to the Opinion of

Writing Survey for the April, 1986 administration to assess students'

attitudes toward writing with computers. The items were reviewed by the USOE

*John A. Daly and Michael D. Miller, The ewirical development of an
instrument to measure writing apprehension. Research in the Teaching of
English, 1975, 9, pp. 242-249.
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Language Arts Specialist for validity before being added to the Opinion

Survey. (The April, 1986 form of thi Opinion Survey i- included in Appendix

P.)

Agreement and Reliability

All of the dependent measures are described more fully in Appendix H.

For ease of reporting/ acronymns for the dependent measures introduced in

that appendix will be used in this section and in discussing the analyses and

results.

Revision scores. A sample of 167 compositions approximately 20%) was

randomly selected from the writing samples for the "An Influential Person"

prompt to be scored for revisions by two readers. During the regular

revision scoring session, these papers were included in the readers' stacks

of papers to be tallied, without the readers' knowledge that they were being

doublescored- Correlations betwee- the readers' tallies were .70 for TOTWD

(total WANDAH) revisions, .84 for TOTNWD (total nonWANDAH) revisions, and .94

for RVTOT (total revisions: WANDAH and nonWANDAH revisions combined).

Clearly, the readers were able to tally revisions with a high degree of

agreement. On some of the subcategories' however, the correlations were

considerably lower, with the range from .53 to .85. The low correlations

were for categories in which frgtquently no revisions could be tallied,

thereby reduckng variability and the size of the correlation coefficients

which could be obtained. Alpha coefficients for the RVTOT scores (TOTWD and

TOTNWD scores combined) were .50 fr:x the pretest and .57 for the posttest.

These coefficients--which reflect lack of variability in students' s-ores,

not lack of rater agreementare barely acceptable for group comparisons of

the kind carried out.
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Holistic scores. For the holistic coding, each paper was read by two

people. Each reader gave the paper a score of 1 to 6, and the two scores

were summed to obtain a total score for the paper. When the two scores for a

paper were more than one level apart, the papers were read by a head reader

who resolved the difference. For the "Bormework Letter", 6.3% of the papers

were given third readings; for the "An Influential Person" papers, 5.7% were

given third readings. Both of these figures are well below the 20% of th rd

readings often considered normal in holistic coding.

The correlation between the holistic scores for the two prompts was

computed and then corrected with the Spearman-Brown formula to get an

indication of the reliability of the HOLTOT (total holistic) scores. For the

pretest scores, the correlation was.56; .72, corre&ted with the Spearman-

Brown formula. A coefficient alpha computed on the HOLTOT pretest scores was

also .72. The correlation between the posttest holistic scores was .63;

corrected with the Spearman-Brown formula, it was .78, which was also the

value of. the coefficient alpha for the posttest HOLTOT scores. As is common

in holistic assessments, a direct reliability estimate was not available for

the separate holistic scor for the HOLLT ("Homework Letter") and HOLIN

("Influential Person") w- iting samples. However, the reliability

coefficients of .72 and .78 for the HOLTOT scores were quite satisfacto

Attitude scores. Daly and Miller reported a split-halft corrected,

reliability coefficient of .94 for the Opinions About W-iting Survey

(SURTOT), with a sample of 164 undergraduate students. The alpha

coefficients obtained as estimates of reliability for the scores for the

students in this evaluation were co able--.95 for both the pretest and the

posttest. An alpha coefficient was also computed for the nine items that

assess attitudes toward writing with computers (00MPT07)1 resulting in a
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coefficient of .SS. Reliability of the scores on the two attitude measures

was excellent. Scores on the two attitude scales were unexpectedly

independent. The correlation between the two on the posttest was only .13.

Data Analysis

The most commonly accepted statistical amalysis for the nonequivalent

control group design is to compare the posttest means of treatment and

comparison group students, first adjusting those means for any differences on

the pretest, using analysis of covarianm Analysis of covariance was used

to ccmnpare the eleventh and twelfth grade students in each WANDAH project

against the H High School comparison group students at those grade

levels. In the absence of pretest scores (as was the case with the COMPTOT

measure and with the SURTOT scores for High School), the u:_ _

analysis of variance to compare the posttest means is appropriate, and was

used. Analyses were carried out separately for grade levels because an

initial analysis indicated some treatment by grade level interactions. That

the treatment results were not always the same for eleventh and twelfth

graders, and to pool them for analysis might obscure noteworthy differences.

Most samples had balanced numbers of males and females, and two-vay

analyses of covariance were conducted with school (that Is, WANDAH proj_t

versus nonWANDkH project students) and gender as the two independent

variables. In the case of the A High School eleventh and twelfth-graders and

the G High School twelfth-graders, balanced numbers of males and females were

not available, so one-way analyses of covariance were carried out. (There

were seven statistically significant interactions between gender and school,

but in only two instances were the "treatment effects" markedly different for

males and females at the project and comparison schools.)
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Statistical adjustments through analysis of covariance are not as

satisfactory as random assignment of students to treatments. It cannot be

assumveithat statistical adjustments for initial differences on a pretest

will make the groups equivalenteven on the pretest, unless the pretest-

posttest correlation is perfect. Differences between students and school

settings are not, then, totally controlled by this design and analysis, and

caution must be exercised not to overinterpret the results.

A particular difficulty was presented in this stuy by the large number

of very low correlatIons between pretest and posttest scores (see Appendices

I and J), especially with the revision dependent measures. For those

measures, attenuation of scores due to low reliabilities undoubt_ ly redUCed

the correlatiorm. Ske ed distributions, as indicated by standard deviations

larger than means (see Appendix I), may also have been a factor in the low

correlations. The only measures for which there were consistent pretest-

posttest correlations of .60 and above, often considered the minimum f

adequate covariance adjustments of means, were the holistic total (HOLTOT)

and the general attitude toward writing (SURTOT) scores. In any event, with

low correlation COeffiCients, no adjustment of posttest means takes place and

the analysis of covariance becomes in essence an analysis of variance--a

comparison of posttest status that does not take into account pretest status.

This point will be illustrated following a discussion of statistical

significance and an alternative to it used _ this study.

In the absence of any contraindication, the traditional .05 probability

was used as the criterion for statistically significant results for all

analyses. However' the statistical significance which is directly addressed

with analysis of variance, analysis of covariance, and correlated t-tests to

com_ re pre and posttest means is a function Of Sample Size. That is, the
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larger the sample, the more likely it is that a particular difference between

means will be statistically significant. Statistical significance

therefore, --t a reliahl e indicator of educational or practical significance.

A measure of the extent of the difference between groups which is not

dependent upon sample size referred to as an "effect size% One such

measure is produced by squaring the point-biserial correlation coefficient

that describes the relationship between group membership (in this case,

project vs. comparison g- up) and scores on a dependent measure. The :quared

coefficient (r2 ) indicates the proportion of the variancepb the dependent

measure which is associated with group membership--in this case, with being

in a WANDAH project group or the H High School comparison group. 2_ rpb was

computed for each pair of posttest means compared in an analysis of

covariance or analysis of-variance. Each 43 computed from an analysis of

covariance (all but those from the analyses of variance for COMPTOT and the B

High School SURTOT scores) is actually an indication of the proportion of

variance associated with group membership after the variance wIdch can be

attributed to group differences on the pretest has been controlled. Note,

however, that if there is a difference between the pretest means and the

correlation betwsen pretest and posttest scores is low, so that there is

little or no adjustment of posttest means, the r? may simply reflect initial

differences between the groups rather than any treatment (or some other)

effect.

For the School G seventh, eighth, and tenth gradere for which no

comparison groups were available, data were analyzed by comparing pre- and

post scores to obtain an indication of how much change occurred from the

pretest to the posttest- It al:- seemed of interest, along with the alyses

of covarimce and analyses of variance, to determine what pretest-posttest
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changes had taken place in the various eleventh and twelftln grade groups.

That is, the analysis of adjusted or posttest means gives an indication of

the relative status of the groups at the time of the posttest; it does not

indicate whether the groups' scores increased or declined, or the extent of

any increase or decline. Pre-post comparisons of means are reported to

provide that dimension to the analysis. Pre-post comparisons are especially

important in instances where, due to low pretest-posttest correlations

discussed above), there was little or no adjustment to posttest means despite

evident pretest mean differences. That point is illustrated next.

An example of the ineffectiveness of covariance adjustments occurred

with the comparisons of the TOTWD means for the B and C School twelfth

graders with the mean for the H High School twelfth graders. The covariance

analyses (Appendix J, Table 12) yielded similar rlb's (.23 End .22,

respectively). Yet, the B High School g_ up had a pretest mean of 3.00 and a

posttest mean of 3.36, for a mean gain of only .36; while the C High School

group had a pretest mean of .93 and a posttest mean of 3.18, for a mean gain

of 2.26. The School H comparison twelfth graders had a 1.70 pretest mean and

a .91 posttest mean, for a .79 decline. With low correlations between pre-

d posttest scores (r=.16 for the B School analysis and .20 for the School C

analysis), the analysis of covariance resulted in little adjustment of

posttest means. The adjusted posttest means were 3.32 and .8 for the B and C

School groups, respectively, as compared to .97 and .87 for the H School

group for the B and C School analyses, respectively: in contrast, comparing

the difference in mean gain scores for the two project schools (i-.36 for B

High School and +2.26 for C High School) and the comparison school (-.79)

yielded a difference in gain of +1.14 for the School B group and +3.05 for

the School C group (e Table 4 in Appendit 1). Both groups still showed

93 68



positive gains relative to the comparison group, but clearly the C group

gained more. Also, although both differences between project and comparison

school means were statistically significant with analysis of covariance, only

the School C result was statistically significant when each group's mean gain

was compared with that of the comparison group using the t-test.

As a result of the above type of concern, in addition to the analysis of

covariance, the gains of all project eleventh and twelfth-grade groups were

tested for statistic l significance against those of the H High School

comparison groups, using the t-test. Again, squared point-biserial

correlation coefficients were computed as a measure of effect size. In this

2case, r-b indicates the proportion of the variance in gain scores that is
P-

associated with group membership (i.e., being in a project or the comparison

group). For the School B and School C situation described above, where the

r2pb 's from the analyses of covariance were almost identical ( 23 and .22),

the qb's for the gain scores were +.08 and +.33 for the School B and the

School C twelfth graders, respectively.

Information,to Projects

As agreed: upon at the October 2, 1985 meeting of project directors and

third-party evaluators, scores on the dependent measures for the 25% sample

of students for each WANDAH projt were sent to the third-party evaluator

for each project. In addition, computer printouts of analyses conducted for

each project, comparing project students' means with the H High School

comparison students means, where appropriate and comparing pre-posttest

means, were sent to each project's third-party evaluator. A copy of the

general cover letter sent to the third-party evaluators, along with a list of

the analyses sent to each' is included in Appendix K.
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Results

The analyses of student assessments did not in general produce findings

that contradicted the positive results of the site visits to the seven WANDAH

projects. And, the findings at the twelfth-gr de level w-re particularly

consistent with the site visit re-ults. Pretest-posttest changes and then

comparisons of the posttest means and mean gains are discussed below. The

results of analyses of pretest-posttest changes, including the comparison of

projit _ d comparison group mean gains' are presented in Tables 4 through 11

in Appendix I. Those findings are summarized in Table 2. The results of

analyses of adjusted posttest means, and of unadjusted posttest means where

pretests were not available, are presented in Tables 12 through 19 in

Appendix J. Those findings are sammarized in Table 3.

Pre-post changes. No clear pattern of results is discernible from the

summary of total numbers of pretest-posttest changes presented in Table 2.

There were about as many declines as increases in project school mean scores

from the pretesting to the posttesting; overall, there were 54 increases and

56 declines (49% and 51%, respectively). However, there were some

differences by grade level. At the eleventh-grade level, there were 19

increases and 29 declines (39% and 60%, respectively). The results were

similar for the School G tenth graders. For the project twelfth graders, the

situation was reversed, with 24 increases and 17 declines (53% and 41%,

respectively). And, the changes for the School G seventh and eighth graders

were similar to those for the twelfth graders--9 increases and 5 decreases

(64% and 36%, respectively). At the same time, the eleventh-grade H

comparison group had 5 declines to 2 increases; the twelfth-grade comparison

group had 6 declines to only 1 increase. Given the number of declines from

pretesting to posttesting, some of the ana1yse of differences between
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Sumas_ prete

School

= changes.

Dependent Measure Total
+/ -RwroT HOLLT hOLIN _804_

11'..h grade

A -.17 -1.17 - -.92 +9.75 1/6

+.47 +1.12 #1.59 -.17 --17 a 3134

.16 -.12 -2.58* -1.15* -3.73* + 34 2/5

-.25 -.54 +.54 4-.29 +.83 +5.17 4/3

+.09 +2.04 -.71 +.21 -.50 +.25 5/2

+.57 -.09 +.47 -.83 -.13 -.86 +3.17 3/4

+1.61 -2.25 -2.44 -.75 -2.25* -1.00 1/6

+.13 -1.02 -.90 -.37 -.52 _ +3.57 2/5

TOtal +/- 5/2 2/5 3/4 1/6 2/5b 1/6 5/1 19/29
Project Schools 401/60%

12th

A +.07 +.21 +1.29 -1.07 +.33 -.73 +6.37 5/2

a +.36 +.07 +.43 +.57 -.29 +.29 a 5/1

+2.26* *3.26* +5.52* -2.00* -1.10* -3.10*

----

+3.41 4/3

-.47 +.33 -.13 +.87* +.67 +1.53* -3.20 4/3

-1.70 -2.85* -4.55* -.80* -1.60* -2.40* +5.95* 1/6

-.19 +2.80 +4.40 -1.17 *2.33* *1.17 +8.83 5/2

-.79 -2 -2.88* -.68 -1.38* +1.19 1/6

Total +/- 3/3 5/1 4/2 2/4 3/3 3/3 4/1 24/17
Project Schools 58%/41%

School 0
7th grade +1.61 -.39 +1.23 +.79 +.07 +.85 -.43 5/2

8th grade -.19 -2-75* -2.94 +.94* +1.12 +.06 4/3

10r-h grade -.60 +.60 .00 -.67 -1.53* -2.20* +.20 2/4b

TOtal 1/2 1/2 1/2b 2/1 2/1 2/1 11/10
5211/48%

Total +/- All 9/7 8/8 8/8 S/11 7/9 6/10 11/3 54/56
Project Schools 49%/51%

School
llth grade 4-.84

School J
11th grade

12th grade

Note. Students in Schools H, I, and J are comparison groupe.

1Pretest5 did not reach the statewide evaluator, so prutuit-priatteat difference
bNo change (0) included with negative change.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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adjusted postte t means and between mean gains for the project groups and the

comparison group really speak to the quetM:ion of which group declined /ess,

rather than which group increased more.

The one measure for which there are consistently more posi ive than

negative pre-post changes for project groups across grade levels is the

general measure of attitudes toward writing (SURTOT). (Note that the

attitudes toward writing with computers measure [COMPTOT] is not included in

Table 2 because not administered as a pretest.) If attitudes toward

writing have the pervasive effect that is often assumed, that finding in and

of itself may have some import.

The School G seventh, eighth, and tenth-grade groups are not

included in the report of posttest analyses which follows, because there was

no comparison ifroup for any of them and, therefore, no differences in

adjusted means or mean gains to be ana/yzed. However, readers interested in

the use of computers for writing instruction at the middle school level will

want to examine Tables 4 throngh 10 in Appendix I where the School G seventh

nd eighth grade pretest and posttest means and standard deviations are

reported, along with those of the high school students, for all of the

dependent measures. Interestingly, there is no discernible difference In the

patterns of seventh and eighth grade and high school means for the three sets

f revision scores (TOTWD, TOTNWD, and RVTOT). There are also few

differences on the two attitude scales (SURTOT and ODMPTOT). There is,

however, a tendency for the seventh and eighth graders to have somewhat lower

mean scores on the three holistic dependent measures (HOLLT, HOLIN, and

HOLTOT). Those lower means suggest that the holistic scores reflect

differences in writing ability maturity, providing some support for their



Posttest and mean 2212 com arisons. The comparisons of project and

comparison group posttest means and mean gains are summarized in Table 3,

with a squared point-biserial coefficient representing the magnitude of each

difference (i.e., the proportion of variance on the dependent measure that is

associated with being in the project or comparison group). The diroction of

the result for each comparison is indicated*, along with whether the
difference is statistically significant. And, the direction and magnitude of

differences are summarized by dependent measu_ (columns) and project school

(rows)

In summarizing the rib's initially, plus and minus signs were used to

indicate whether the project or control group had the higher mean. That did

not seem to represent the data well. For example, rapb.s of -.01 and +.01 do

not represent two different categories of outcome; rather, both indicate that

treatment or comparison group membership was accounting for little or none of

the variance in scores on the dependent measure. Consequently, it was

decided that any comparison which accounted for less than 5% of the variance

on the dependent measure would be considered trivial, and rlib-s were

summarized in three categories: (1) "+", indicating that the as .05 or

larger, and the project group had the higher adjusted mean; (2) "0",

2indicating that rpb was .04 or smaller; and, (3) "-I', indicating that the

was .05 or larger, and the comparison group had the higher adjusted mean-

The overall results of the analyses of the eleventh and twelfth-grade

data (summarized in Table 3) indicate reason for cautious optimism in regard

*To indicate direction, Lib's are repocted in Table 3 with negative signs,
even though squared numbefa must be positive. The negative sign is included
only to indicate that the comparison group had the higher mean in the mean
difference represented by the r2
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to WANDAH project outcomes. For the comparisons of both posttest means and

mean gains, there are more positive than negative outcomes. For the former,

there are 37 comparisons (36%) in which the project group had the higher

posttest mean and only 17 (16%) in which the comparison group did; for the

latter, in 24 instances (27%) the project group had the higher mean gain,

with only 4 instances (4%) in which the comparison gro-

As with the pretest-posttest changes (sumumariZed in Table 2), the

performance of the twelfth-grade project groups exceeded that of the

eleventh-grade groups. For the twelfth gradera, in 54% of the posttest

comK-rii-ns (N=26) the project group mean was higher, to only 17% (N=8) for

the comparison group; and, the project group mean gain was higher in 49%

(N=20) of the comparisons, with the comparison group having the higher mean

gain in only 2% (N=1) of the comparisons. In contrast, the eleventh grade

project and comparison groups were nearly even in the number of higher

posttest means (11 and 9, 20% and 16%, reapectively) and in the number of

greater mean gains (4 and 3, 8% and 6%, respectively). As a consequence/

there were also a greater percentage of instances in which differences

between posttest means or mean gains were zero or trivial for the eleventh

graders (64% and 85%1 respectively) than for twelfth graders (29% and 49%,

respectively).

t is worth noting that, generally, the larger rp2b's are for differences

- in which the project group, rather than the comparison group, had the higher

adjusted mean or mean gain. It is conventional to consider an r2 of .10 or

larger (i.e., an rlb indicating that 10% of the variance in scores is

associated with group membership) as indicating substantial differences

between groups. Ten such rb 2-s are present au the eleventh grade level, andp

seven are for comparisons in which the project gr up had the higher mean. At
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the twelfth grade leve: -1rr 32 greater than .10; 27 of these are

for differences in whdr:L th

mean gain.

Other pieces of Li_

the project schools

lech croup had the higher adjusted mean or

worth noting in Table 3. For example,

showed little advantage on TOTWD--the

measure of WANDAH-rel- u revisions. At the same time, the overall

performance of the project groups is better than the comparison group's

performance on TOTNWD (the nonWANDAB-related revisions) and, consequently, on

RVTOT (total revisions). There is also a tendency for twelfth-grade project

groups to have higher mean scores than the twelfth-grade comparison group on

one of the holistic measures (HOLIN) and, consequently, on HO= (the sum of

the two holistic scores). Because of the twelfth gradars' performances, the

summary for the comparisons of adjusted posttest means on the SURTOT attitude

scale (the analysis of covariance is the preferred analysis here because of

the high pretest-posttest correlations) favor the project group. Also, the

project groups have a striking number of higher posttest means on the

writing-with-computers COMPTOT) attitude scale.

Summar7 and Conclusions

Overall, despite the relatively moderate number and size of pre-posttest

gains, the comparisons of the posttests and mean gains of project groups with

those of comparison grotips indicate positive WANDAH project effects on

students, especially at the twelfth grade level. However, it must be keA in

mind that In some instances, the differences indicate less decline, rather

than greater gains, as compared to the comparison group.

Some other caveats are mn order. For instance, all project groups were

compared against the same comparison groi p at each grade level, rather than



having an equivalent comparison group at each site. It is difficult to know

to what extent the result0 reflect specific unknown conditions at the

comparison school and the particular samples from that school. Drawing

conclusions about the relative effectiveness of the different WANDAH projects

would be particularly problematic.

Testing presents another difficulty in drawing conclusions. For

example, except for the initial writing prompt and the limited School I and J

writing samples, all of the tests were administered by project teachers,

introducing potential variability in the way the testing and the tests were

presented to students. The effects of possible differences in test

administration take on particular importance in light of the end-of-the-
e

school-year testing difficulties noted in the Dependent Measures section.

It is difficult to know how variability in testing, along with the use

of only one comparison school, might have affected the varying results, aside

from possible variability in WANDAH-related curricula and instruction at the

variJus project schools. The site visits yielded no reason to expect less

WANDAH instruction impact at the eleventh grade level- How much stock to put

in the results of any one study is always open to question. Might the

perplexing eleventh-twelfth grade differences on student assessments merit

further attention? For example, could they be due to differences in the

curriculum at the two grade levels? No evidence is readily available. Or,

are they due to maturational differences in eleventh and twelfth graders?

The latter possibility does not seem likely in light of the performance of

the seventh and eighth graders on the assessments. Or, are they simply an

artifact of the greater losses by the twelfth-grade, as compared to the

eleventh ade, co parison group? In particular, there were substantially

greater losses twelfth-grade comparison group on the TOTWD and TOTMWD



and, consequently, RVTOT dependent measures; and there were somewhat greater

losses by the comparison group on the holistic measures. Nevertheless, that

the positive gains for the project schools are not only more numerous but of

greater magnitude than those for the comparison groups suggests some effects

from the WANDAH projects.

Caution is called for, then, in interpreting the results, which are

positive in large part because of the performance of the twelfth-grade

project students. Nevertheless, it is important to emphasize that these

results do not contradict the generally positive results from the site visits

to the WANDAH projects.

CONCLUSIONS

Seven questions which guided the evaluation of the WANDAH productivity

projects at the statewide level were stated in the introduction to this

report. Those seven questions provide a framework within which to draw

conclusions based on the user information gathered during site visits to the

seven project schools and on the analyses of the quantitative data gathered

during pretesting and posttesting in the seven proj ct schools and the one

oomparigmn school.

(1) Did the quality of writing of studentmaska the WANDAH system show

improvement i2smag.. that which would be expected in traditional writinq

proArams? The answer to this fundamental question is a somewhat qualified,

yes. Students, teachers, and principals made it clear during site visit

interviews that the quantity of writing had increased dramatically as a

result of the WANDAH projects. Teachers were assigning more writing and

students were writing longer papers. It is a widely accepted assumption in

writing instruction that if students will write more, the quality of their

writing will also improve.



Most of the students who were interviewed thought that their writing had

improved when they were writing on the computer, and some thought that it had

improved when doing noncomputer assignments. The teachers concurred. That

is, there wan high agreement that student papers written on the computer were

not only neater, but better organized and better revised. And a number of

teachers commented that they thought their students were beginning to gain a

sense of quality writing. It was particularly relevant that several teachers

commented on the unexpected creativity of students, particularly less

academically-inclined students, when writing on the computer. However, the

teachers also agreed that writing skills and creativity demonstrated on the

computer did not always transfer to noncomputer English writing assignments

or, perhaps even less so, to nonEnglish writing assignments. Results from

analyses of the pretest-posttest quantitative data indicated that while therm

were few clear-cut effects, there was a tendency for twelfth-grade project

students to make more revisions and obtain better holistic scores on their

writing than did comparison students.

In light of the relatively short period of instruction with the KAMAN

system (less than a school year) and the difficulties with testing mentioned

in prior sections, the somewhat mixed results for the quantitative data are

not particularly surprising. It is clear from the site visits that the

quantity of student writing has been increased by the WANDAH projects. The

evidence from interviews during the site visits, with slight substantiation

by the quantitative results, provide support for the conclusion that the

WANDAH projects have had a significant, if somewhat limited, effect on

quality of wr ting.
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(2) Did use of the WANDAH s stem have an effect on student& attitudes

tow rd writing? During site visit interviews, students consistently

commented that they liked to write much better on the computer--even, in some

instances, student& who said they had very much disliked writing before.

Teachers were equally enthusiastic about student attitudes toward writing on

the computer, frequently noting how eager students were to write and revise.

Although some teachers and students thought that positive attitudes toward

writing carried over to noncomputer writing, there was not agreement on that

point. The results from the quantitative data were not very clear on this

question, particularly at the eleventh grade level.

It is interesting that in the project which is in its second year of

operation, students and teachers still maintain their enthusiasm for writing

with computers, although now with the newness somewhat worn off the oomputers

are seen more basically as a tool for writing rather than a technological

novelty. And, it is relevant that a common problem noted by teachers and

students in every school was the inadequate number of computers available for

writing. Overall, there is a basis from the site-visit interviews, with some

support from the analysis of data from the attitude scales, to conclude that

writing instruction using the WANDAH system has had a positive impact for

most, but not all students, attitudes toward writing, particularly when

that writing can be done with a computer.

(3) Did the WANDAH productivity writing project have an effect on the

school districts' writin programs and on the staff? Clearly, teachers who

had not previously been using process writing as a basis for their writing

instruction were assisted in doing so by participation in a WANDAH project.

The introductory workshop provided by the Logan WANDAH project director and

writing lab aide was helpful in that regard, as well as in learning about
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computer use. It should be noted, however, that SE-veral teachers commented

that the effects of the WANDAH projects are difficult to differentiate from

shifts to process writing which have been occurring as a result of the State

Core CUrriculuml program changes might have occurred without the WANDAH

projects, although accelerated by them. For teachers who were already

teaching process writing, the WANDAH system was very complementazy. Overall,

then, the WANDAH productivity projects appear to have either moved teachers

more in the direction of process writing instruction or aided those who were

already doing so.

One consequence of the movement toward the teaching of process writing,

consistent with the State Core Curriculum, has been a decreased emphasis on

formal instruction Ln grammar and usage. Most teachers are comfortable wIth

this program change. They are able to teach grammar and usage as individual

writing problems occur; and they believe that because students see

applications to their own writing, increased learning of grammar and usage is

occurring. Some teachers wonder, however, if some formal instruction may not

be necessary to provide students with prerequisite concepts for the

individualized instruction. Some are concerned, too, about the effects on

student performance on standardized tests. And, some do not feei effective

in teaching grammar and usage as individual student problems arise--

in which some teachers need assistance.

The effects of the WANDAH writing projects on the teaching of literature

are not so clear cut. A few teachers did indicate during interviews that

they thought that they were teaching less literature; others thought they

were teaching more, because they were integrating writing with the study of

literature more effectively.



There was no reason to conclude based on the teachers' comments that

teachers believed that the curriculum has become "unbalanced" with an undue

emphasis on reading and insufficient attention to grammar and literature as a

result of the WANDAH projects. Even those teachers who were somewhat

uncomfortable with decreased attention to either formal grammar instruction

or literature indicated at the same time that they thought writing

instruction is central to the language arts curriculum.

A part of this question has to do with the effect of the WANMAH projects

on teaching loads: The answer is fairly clear-cut. A small percentage of

teachers indicated that because they were now giving students more writing

assignments, they were also spending more time reading papers at home in the

evening. All teachers agreed, however, that writing assignments done on the

computer were much easier to read, both because of the neatness of the

prInted copy and because they were revised and edited more thoroughly: Most

teachers thought that the ease of reading offset the increased work load.

And, some indicated the belief that, in any event, all pieces of student

writing do not have to be read, and it is appropriate to read some pieces

looking for specific types of writing skills, thus reducing the reading work

load in two different ways.

One program effect, with which each project is struggling, is the impact

he curriculum of the necessity of scheduling class time in the writing

lab in order to coordinate the use of the lab by multiple English classes

ing the same period. The scheduling problems are compounded by the fact

that in most situations the number of computers in the writing lab allows for

only one-half to one-third of the class to be in the lab at any one time.

the one school without a full-time writing lab aide, program difficulties

were especially exacerbated. There was general optimism that scheduling
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problems would be lessened during the second year of each project, and there

was less feeling of being tied to the lab schedule in the one school in which

the WANDAH project was in its second year. Of course: a trenmndous aid to

solving the scheduling problem would be to have more computers available for

writing inatruction.

T he WAND Ali projects have had effects on programs and staff.

Implementation of the WANDAH writing system has encouraged, and been

complementary to, the teaching of process writing; formal teaching of grammar

has been de-emphasized and more teachers are integrating literature and

writing; teachers are reading more, but better written, papims; and, lab use

scheduling is interfering somewhat with the desired flow of the curriculum

4) Would there be any cross-curriculum effects from-the WjUNIDAH

EEE2Eta such as increases in the quality of students' writing_in nonemglish

courses? Cross-curriculum effects were not a heavy emphasis of the first-
--

year WANDAH projects, nor of the statewide evaluation. Project directors

indicated that implementing the WANDAH system in English classes wae the

primary goal for the first project year. Nevertheless, some nonEsIcILUMn

teachers were interviewed. There were some reports although by no means

unanimous, that differences in quality of writing were being observed on

nonEnglish writing assignments. Cross-cmmriculum effects were particularly

noticeable in the three schools where students were encouraged to write

nonEnglish assignments on the computers, in the two schools where there had

been explicit attempts tO encourage nonEnglish teachers to use the computers

and the WANDAH system ,c)r w iting assignmentai and in the one second-year

proJect where nonEnglish teachers were participating in a writing group.

Clearly, cross-curriculum writing is an area of much potential for

WANDAH projects. Although one project director was encouraging Cross-
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curriculum use of the writing lab to ensure full uti lizatjon of the

computers, it was more common for the irtadequate numbers of computers

available for writing and the pressure for their use for language arts

instruction to restrict the amount of cross-curriculum writing that was done.

The answer to this question is that there appear to have en minimal cross-

curriculum effects from the WANDAH projects, but the potential is great.

(5) If mix differences in improvement in the quality of student writing

could be detected from project to project, would there be factors such as the

philosoehy of the writing program, the extent to which the use of computer

technology was embedded in a sound philosophy of process writing, teacher

experience and attitudes, and the conditions of adoption and impaementation

that were associated with the differences? Clear differences in the

improvement of quality of student writing could not be detected from project

to project- What might have been differences in quality were too frequently

confounded with testing conditions to make warranted conclusions about

variability and effectiveness among the projects. It did seem clear from the

interviews that, in every instance, the use of computer technology was

embedded in a philosophy of process writing. All departments and teachers

seemed to accept that philosophy, although there was some variability in

their own perceived effectiveness in implementing it. No varIabilIties were

observed in adoption and implementation conditions, or in the variety of

physical arrangements for the writing labs, that seemed to be related to

quality. The answer to this question is that consistent and credible

differences in student writings were not detected from project to project.

Nevertheless the site visits made it clear that technology was not being

emphasized for its own sake, and computer use was taking place within the

context of a commitment to process writing.
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Did the use of the WANDAH ?ystem have any effect on student-teac e

ratios? If effect on student-teacher ratios is thought of as reductions in

the number of students which any one teacher teaches, the answer to this

question must be, no. However, teachers and principals consistently

commented during site visits that because of the WANDAH project's computer

writing lab, including the presence of a professional or _ paraprofessional

writing lab aide, the students were receiving significantly more writing

instruction than they would have received without. That student on-task

behavior was notably higher while they were writing on the computer was al

noted Consistently. So, while teacher-student ratio in the conventional

sense did not ctuange: what did change was the instructional ratio. That is,

with the same number of students per-teac'rer, students are receiving

increased writing instruction.

Did the use of the WANDAH system have 211a effect on .E2.2.21t
_ _ _

utilization, Putting computers into a writing lab requires space, rather

than reducing space needs. In each schools space that might have otherwise

been used was taken up by the writing lab. However, in no school did the

principal, the English teachers, or the nonEnglish teachers who were

interviewed indicate that some alternative use for the space would have been

preferred. Students, too, were nearly unanimous in stating, when asked, that

they would not want the writing lab taken from their school.

Summation. To sum up, the overall effects of the WANDAH projects have_

been positive. The projects received enthusiastic endorsements by most users

anl there is some quantitative evidence, especially at the twelfth grade

level, to support the indicators from ite-visit interviews of positive

WANDAH project effects. It is worth noting, too, that those positive effects

appear to be present in the one middle school involved in a WANDAH project.
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Overall, the statewide evalua has produced, particularly from the site

visits, strong evidence of the desirability and effectiveness of the use of

the WANDAH system in computer writing labs as part of writing instruction

programs.
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Appendix A

1985-86 WANDAH Productivity Projects
and Schedule of Site Visits
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Alpine
(pleasant
Grove High)

10/89 19 IBM cor 10-12
puters & 5
printers.
Writing center
with work area.
Profeasiomal
aide and stUdent
aseistants.

4 wegka on &
4 weeka off.
20 1/2 periods
Per year. Avail-
able 7115 am to
3:15 pm.

4/10/86

Web*
(Spanish
fork High)

10/24/85 23 ALT ope
tutees & 5
printers.

In library-
Media Center.

Professional
side &
stUdent
aasiatanta.

11, 12 Alternate dale'. 4/11/86
Available
before and
after sch0014

Weber County
(Roy High)

10/15/85 20 ALT cor 11, 12. 10n: 6 86.Minute 4/19/86
Filters & 5 10th per'rdsi llth,
printers. intro- 12th: 18 66-

&toed. minute periods
(up to 24
periods). AVail-
able tefore and
after school.

nouble-sice
classroom
with confer-
ante tables.

Prefessional
aide 4
student
aaaiatants.

cache County 11/I 23 /BM 11-12. 10 days at a
(Mt. Crest comuters & 10th tiro. Available
High) 5 printers. intre- 30 MinUtea

. duced. prior to

tageal

(Logan High)
Year 2

0/84

Writing lab
with no Work
area.

Patent
volunteers.

NO aide.

classes ir the
a.m. and until
5:30 p.M.

4/22/86

20 IBM compu
_ S

printers.

Writing lab
with work
area.

Professional
aide,

9, 10,
11. 12

3 weeks each
12-wk tri-
relater, Avail- '
able before
and after
school.

4/24/86

Park City 9/4/05 12 Computera. 100 11, One to two weeks 4/25/88
(Park City 12: 9th at a tism.
High) 112 Of claaar intro- Available 6:00

Mot. with dared, a.m. to 5:co
Curtain p.m.
divider.

Profeesional
aide.

Perth SUmmit
(North Summit
Middle and
High)

10/29/85 Computers st 7, 8,
the high
achOol in lab
With no mark
area

12 AU 4
printers,
used for
HAMAN lat
4 periods of
the day.

BrOfeSaional
aide.

1O-12
Depends On class 5/9/86
site-.frOO every
day to 2 or 3
times a Week.
Uae rotatea 2
Weeks On and
2 off. NOt
available Defoe*
Or after School.

NOrtheastern
Utah
BdUcatiOnal
SerVicia
RegiOn (NUBS)

1/15/86 Telecommuni=
cations to 3
high schools.

9

Net
Visited



Appendix B

Preliminary Reports: Project Guidelines
and Statewide Executive Summary
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AH PROJECP

School District
School(s)

Person(s ) Who Prepared the Report

Brief Description of Pro

This section should describe briefly the particular WANDAH project.
Included should be the schools involved, grade levels of students, physical
arrangements, and how students will use WANDAH as part of their language arts
or other school program.

Implementation

s section should provide information on the date on which the WANDAH
program went into operation, any unanticipated problems in putting the
program into effect, and the current status of the implementation of the
program. Also included in this section, if not covered in the Project
Description section, would be such items as the management of the WANDAH
system--whO is responsible and how is use of WANDAH organized; the adequacy
of the physical location; how the system is being received by the teachers;
and usage by students--e.g., how much contact each student is able to have
each week and whether the system is available for use before and after
school.

Students

This section should include any preliminary evidence on students' use of
and reaction to the WANDAH system. The evidence may come from observation of
students, from interviews, from student logs or writing folders. Items might
include whether students are positive toward the WANDAH system, whether it
appears that they are spending more time on task, whether they are doing more
revising and finding the WANDAH system to be helpful in the revisions.

Teachers

This section should present any information available about teacher use
of and receptivity to the WANDAH system. What do teachers report in regard
to the ease of integrating WANDAH into their language arts program or into
cross-curriculum writing programs? Have teachers encountered any
rticularly difficulties in having their stidents use WANDAH, or have there

been pleasant surprises in regard to the usability of the system? What are
teacher impressions in'regard to the relationship of the WANDAH program to
the state core curriculum? What are teacher reactions to the usefulness of
the training which they received in Logan last summer, now that they are
involved in program implementation? Do teachers anticipate using WANDAH
differently now than they did prior to project implementation? What changes
in scheduling or physical facilities would teachers like or, conversely, what
do they find particularly favorable about present scheduling or physical
facilities?
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Evaluation

This section should describe briefly project participation in the
statewide assessments (the May 1985 writing sample and the October 1985
revision and attitude testing), including dates of administration, process of
administration, and number of students involved at each grade level,
including any control group students. Other evaluation assessments that have
been or will be admdnistered should be described briefly, as well as any
control group comparisons that are to be made other than those that involve
the students who were involved in the May 19E5 writing assessment. Special
attention should be given to any information that has or will be gathered in
regard to productivity in partieular--that is, how use of WANDAH will
increase quality of writing without increased cost. Attention might be given
here to whether use of WANDAH to increase writing quality will result in the
slighting of any other instructional objectives, or whether it will actually
enhance the achievement of other instructional objectives. (For example, it
may well be that the use of WANDAH will enhance the teaching of traditional
grammar, rather than detracting from it.) Reference to the standards and
objectives to the state core might be particularly appropriate here.

Summary

This section should provide a brief summary of (1) the status of
implementation; (2) student, teacher, and other district reactions; (3)

particular successes to this point as well as unanticipated problems that
have arisen; and, (4) anticipated progress during the remainder of the school
year.



EXECUTIVE SUMARY

PRODULzIVITY PROJE STATE4IDE EVALUATICt OF
COMIUTERIZED WRITING INSTRUCTION (WiMiDAH

Preliminary Report
1/24/88

The WANDAH computer writing system was ccessfully in Logan High

School during 1984-85. Seven projects were funded to replicate the use of

the Logan Project during 1985-86 and all but one have been operational since

at least mid-October.

There is variety among the WANDAII projects in terms of physical

arrangements, ranging from a special double-size classroom with conference

tables, to a curtain-divided classroom, to a section of a library media

center. Two labs have 19 or 20 computers and 3 have 12 computers. Students

being taught with WANDAH range from the 7th through the 12th qrade.

With a mid-October start-up for most projects, due to a delay in the

availability of WANDAH software, time in use has been limited. Nevertheless,

teachers have reacted enthusiastically at all sites. They report that use of

WANDAH has: increased the amount of instruction in writing; supported the

study of literature by helping students to think more systematically in their

writing assignments; shifted attention from mechanics to the process of

writing; resulted in students making more revisions, learning gnmar better

in the context of their own writing, and doing more cooperative student work;

increased the quantity and quality of student w ting; and enhanceA adoption

of the state Core Cm-riculum.

Students say that tha WANDAH program is easy te Learn and fun to use,

with revisions much easier to make. Slower students are finding that the word

usage and spelling checks are particularly helpful' while advanced students

are finding that the search capabilities-challenge them to develop their
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ting skills. The major student concern is ho to get more time on the

computer-

Prelimdnary evidence of productivity outcomes includes reports of

increased writing instruction, increased quantity and quality of student

writing, improved study of literature and greater learning of grammar,

students staying on task for longer periods of time, and more assistan-

students in writing development, revision, and examination for stylistic

features than teachers could provide without wmanui. Writing is also being

extended to other curricular areas.

Problems include the difficulty that the Northeastern Utah Educational

Services Region encountered with its telecommunications system for

information exchange with remote schools, which was not yet operational for

WANDAH as of December 15, lack of adequate work space in some computer labs

for students working on off-computer writing tasks, as well as some minor

technical difficulties. The basic problem is, in a sense, a positive

feature- that is, the lack of an adequate number of computers at each site to

provide the on-computer writing time that both students and teachers think

desirable. Overall, the reactions of teachers and students are positive at

this early stage in the 1965-66 computerized writing instruction (WANDAH)

program.
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UTAH STATE U N IVERSITY LOGAN, UTAH 84322

BUREAU OF
RESEARCH SERVICES

LIPAC 28

Lucille Taylor
Spanish Fork High School
160 South 100 East
Spanish Fork, UT 84660

Dear Lucille:

SAMPLE

March 10, 1986

COLLEGEOF EDUCATION
TELEPHONE (801)750-1489

You will recall, I trust, from the October 2, 1985 meeting of WANDAH
project personnel, that I am to make an on-site visit to each project during
April as part of the statewide WANDAH evaluation. During that visit, I would
like to observe the writing center in action and visit with you, as well as
talk with different persons: students who are using WANDAH and those who are
not; English teachers involved in the use of WANDAH; teachers in other
curriculum areas and any English teachers who are not involved in the WANDAH
project; and, the school principal. The purpose is not to supplant any
interviewing or other data-gathering by you and your third-party evaluator,
but to get some sense, on a statewide level, of the problems and successes in
implementingWANDAH during this first year. If there is anyone else with
whom you think I should talk during the on-site visit, please let me know.

As indicated at the October 2 meeting, I will bring with me a graduate
student (an experienced secondary school teacher) who will help me with the
interviewing.

I will need some assistance from you in setting up the site visit to the
Spanish Fork High School. First, I need to verify a date for the visit. I
am in hopes that you can accommodate the visit on either Thursday or Friday,
April 10 or 11. Less desirable, but possible/ would be either Thursday or
Friday, April 24 or 25. At the same time, if there are school activities or
anything else of that sort that would make a visit unadvisable on the dates I
have suggested, please let me know.

We would, of course, like to be as unobtrusive as possible during our
visit. I would appreciate it, however, if you could schedule an half an hour
for me to meet with your principal. Also, it will be necessary for
expectations to be set so that I can have an opportunity to interview the
teachers and students, which means being able to have access to them for a
few minutes during the day in some nook or corner where we can talk.
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Lucille Taylor
March 10, 1986
Page 2

If you would call or write as soon as possible to let me know about the
acceptability of the site visit dates I have proposed, that would be
extremely helpful. Also, if you could let me know at what time your school
day starts and ends, and let me know the length of periods during the dayl as
well as provide me with directions to get to the school, I would be most
appreciative.

Thanks in advance for your assistance.

JPS/lan

cc: Norman F. Hyatt
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Professor and
Associate Dean
for Research



BUREAU OF

RESEARCH SERVICES
UMC 28

UTAH STATE U N IVERSITY _OGAN. UTAH 84322

1-010RAIMUM

School Contact Person and/or Third Parry Evaluator

FROM: James P. Shaver

SUBJECT: Testing Material for the week of October 14

DATE: October 7, 1985

COLLEGEOFEDUOATION
TELEPHONE (801)7E0-1489

_ Projects

At our meeting t the Utah State Office of Education building in Salt
Lake City on October 2, it was agreed that those students who participated in
the collection of the writing sample by the Utah State Office of Education in
May of 1985 would be given two additional assessments during the week of
October 14. Both are enclnsed. One is a writing exercise that gives the
student an opportunity to make revisions; the other is an opinion survey
designed to get at student attitudes toward writing.

It is VERY IMPORTANT that all students who participated in the
collection of the writing sample last May be includeA in this round of
assessment. That includes both students who will be using WANDAH during the
school year and any control students who would be used for comparative
purposes. You may wish to administer the writing sample and the survey in
regular classes, so students who are not part of that earlier writing sample
will take them. This will present no problems, as we aill be able to select
students by matching their names against the master list which was prepared
last May.

As agreed, you will need to make copies of the tests for your students.
The writing opinion survey may either be reproduced on two sheets or on the
front and back of one sheet. Both formats are included. The front-back
copying has the advantage of reducing the amount of paper to be used and
transported. However, it is recognized that some schools may not have that
copying capacity.

Note that for the writing sample, the student is to write his or her
name, school, grade, and the date on the writing sample itself, rather than
on the instruction and topic sheets. This will allow you to use the
instruction sheets for more than one class, thereby cutting down on copying
costs. It will, however, be especially important that the student
information be recorded on the first page and that multiple pages of writing
by any student be stapled together.

I assume that most projects will use the regular classroom teachers to
administer the tests. It will, of course; be important that the testing be
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October 7, 1985
Page 2

done according to the instructions and in an unbiased manner. It would be
excellent if you could arrange a meeting at which your teachers can review
the tests and instructions, have any questions answered, and be urged not to
make any comments that might bias students. If a meeting is not possible,
please try to communicate with individual teachers to enhance uniformity and
lack of bias in administration.

I would appreciate it if you would provide me with a brief report on the
October testing. For example: (1) On what dates were the revision writing
sample and the opinion survey administered? (2) Were there any problems or
incidents that might affect interpretation of the results? (3) Were there
any problems that might cell for revision of the instructions? (4) Any other
comments that might be helpful.

I have not enclosed a copy of the writing sample that was administered
in May 1985. If you want to administer that writing sample this Fall as a
pretest for students who were not included in the Spring 1985 testing, please
call me (750-1469) and I will send you a copy immediately.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. Once the
enclosed wtiting sample and the attitude survey are administered, please see
that they are delivered either to George McCulley at the Utah State Office of
-ucation or to me at the Education Building at Utah State Criversi

Enclosures

George McCulley
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ACT& and &EVALUATOR&

: James P. Shaver

WANDAH testing material for the week April 28 - May 2, 1986

D . March 5, 1986

At our meeting at the Utah State Office of Education building in Salt
Lake City on October 2, it was agreed that during the week of April 28
throu h May 2, 1986, there would be posttesting of EE7rATIMnts who were
i'ñeluded in the collection of the writing sample in May 1985 (and who also
were given the revision exercise and the attitude survey in October 1985).
The three post-assessments are included, with revisions in each so as to be
appropriate as a posttest.

It is very important, as before, that all of the students who
participated in the collection of the writing sample last May be included in
the posttesting. That includes both students who have been using WANDAH and
any control students who were assessed earlier. As before, you may wish to
administer the assessments in regular classes, and some students who are not
a part of the first Tonciting sample will be include& That will present no
particular problem, as we can select students by matching their names against
the master list prepared for the earlier testing.

Again, as agreed, you will need to make copies of the tests for your
students. The Writing Opinion Survey may be reproduced either on two sheets
or on the front and back of one sheet. Both formats are included. The
front-back option has the advantage of reducing the amount of paper to be
used and mailed. However, if your school does not have that copying
capacity, the two-sheet option is acceptable. (Note: the second page is
quite full and careful copying will be necessary.)

Note that again, for the Writing and Revision Samples, each student is to
write his or her identifying information on the first page of the
composition. This will allow you to use the instruction sheets for more than
one class, thereby cutting down on copying costs. It will, however, again be
especially important that the student information be recorded on the first
page, that the student's name be recorded on any additional pages, and that
multiple pages of writing for either assignment be stapled together.
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March 51 1986
Page 2

Again, I assume that regular classroom teachers ..ill probably admdnister
the tests in most cases. It will be important that the testing be done
according to the instructions in an unbiased manner. You will probably want
to meet again with your teachers to review the tests and instructions, answer
any questions, and urge them not to make any comments that might bias the
students' responses. If a meeting is not possible, please try to communicate
otherwise with individual teachers to enhance uniformity and lack of bias in
assessment administration.

It has taken a great amount of time for a clerical assistant to put the
previously administered tests in order. I would appreciate it if for this
testing the tests for each classroom could be arranged in alphabetical order
before being returned to Me. That would greatly facilitate our handling of
the tests, which is important because there will not be much time to score
tests and get results for your students back to you.

It is important that the three assessments be administered in the
following order: (1) The CiThions About Writing Survey; 12) Composition
Activity (A): Increased Homework; (3) Composition Activity (8): An

Influential Person. Please be certain that this order is followed.

As agreed, I will do everything possible to get back to you by June 1 the
scores for the sample of your students selected for analysis so that you can
include them in your data analysis. Because scoring the writing samples will
be very time-consuming, there will be a real press of time in meeting that
deadlino. Consequently, please mail the tests, or send them via UPS,
direcizly to me at Utah State University, rather then sending any to George
McCu11*.v at the State School Office. If you send by UPS, it will be
important to have the new name for the College of Education building in the
address--i.e., the Ray B. West (Education) Building--so that the delivery
person can find it.

Please send the tests promptly so that I can receive them by May 12 at
the latest. TO reduce mailing costs, you may want to sort out the tests for
students who were not part of the original May 1985 writing assessment.

I would also appreciate once more a brief report on your testing. It

would be helpful to kmow (1) on what dates the three assessments were
adminstered, and (2) whether there were any problems or incidents that might
affect interpretation of the results. Any other comments that you think
might be helpful will be appreciate&

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

km

Enclosu es

cc: George McCulley
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Appendix

Site Visit Interview Guidelines
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SITE VISIT INTERVIEWS

INTRODUCTION

Principals

[Introduce self as either a faculty member at Utah State University or as a
doctoral student working with Dr. Shaver.] I am [We are] conducting a statewide
evaluation of seven WANDAH (Hal WRITER) projects funded this school year by the Utah
State Office of Education. The purpose is to find out about the differing conditions
under which WANDAH use has been implemented and to gain impressions of how the program
is viewed by people in the schools. In particular, your schoolwide perspective as the
principal of the school is valuable.

WANDAH Project Dire-tor

. In particular, your perspective as one who has played a major role in
implementing the use of WANDAE in your school is especially valuable.

ANDAH Teachers

. In particular, I would like to have your reactions to your involvement in
the use of WANDAH--how it has worked out for you personally, as well as for your
students.

Non-English Teachers

. In particular, I would like to know what teachers in other curriculum
areas think about WANDAH and whether it has had any noticeable effects on the writing
that students do for your classes.

WANDAH Students

Tn particular, we want to know what students using WANDAH think

127
107



School

SITE VISIT INTERVIEWS

QUESTIONS FOR PRINCIPALS

1. Could you describe the process by which the WANDAH proposal was developed? For
example, who was involved in the process at the district and at the school level?
(Ask throughout for specific examples to illustrate general responses.)

2. Have you felt that there is district level (superintendent's office and school
board) interest and support for the WANDAH project?

3. Do you believe that parents are supportive of the WANDAH project?

4. Has the use of WANDAH and computers to teach writing affected space utilization in
the school? Is utilization the same, better, worse?
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5. Have there been any changes in student- eacher ratios as a result of using WANDAH
to teach writing?

6. In your opinion, is more, less, or the same amount of writing being taught as
before?

7. Is writing being taught better, About the same, or worse?

Are there any parts of the English curriculum that are not being taught because of
the emphasis on writing through WANDAH? Or, are there other parts of the
curriculum about which more is being taught or which are being taught better?

9. Would you submit the WANDAH proposal again, or otherscise inttoduce the use of
computers and WANDAH for teaching writing in your school? Or, what would you
recommend to other schools in regard to the use of compurs and WANDAH for
teaching writing?
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School

SITE VISIT INTERVIEWS

WESTIONS FOR PROJECT DIRECTORS

What problems had to be solved in implementing the use of computers and WANDAH to
teach writing? (Ask throughout for specific examples to illustrate general
responses.)

a. Technical?

b. Support from district adminis ation?

c. School administration?

d. Parents?

2. Do you feel that the WANDAH project has been successfully i emented?

Has the teaching load of the teachers invo_ved been lighter, the same, or greater
with the use of WAND

4. Has WANDAH been easy or difficult to use--that is, have time and energy been
saved, lost, or remained the same, with the use of WANDAH?
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5. Do you think that the use of WANDAH has allowed teachers to teach more/ less or
the same amount of writing?

a. Grammar?

b. Literature?

6. Has there been any imbalance in the English curriculum as the result of the use of
WANDAH.

7. Has the implementation of the WANDAH project affected the way that writing is
taught? For example, has there been more or less emphasis on the_philosophy of
teaching writing as process, or, has the computer been seen as a way to have
students do basically the same writing assignments as before?

8. Have you noticed improvements in writing with WANDAH instruction over what you
expected before WANDAH was implemented? If so, specifically what types of
improvement?

9. Have you noticed any ways in which your students' writing has not improved as much
as before? If so, specifically in what ways?

10. How do you think the students feel about the use of WANDAH? About specific perts
of WANDAH? Has WANDAB affected students' general attitude toward writing?
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School

SITE VISIT INTERVIE4S

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR WANDAH TEACHERS

1. Has your teaching load been lightened, the same, 0r increased --11 the use of
WANDAH?

2. Has WANDAH been easy or difficult to uSe--that isi have time and energy been Se
or lost/ or remained about the same with the use of WANDAH.

Do you think that the use of WANDAH has allowed you to teach more, less, or the
same amount of writing?

a. Grammar?

b. Literature?

4. Han there been any imbalance in the English curriculum as the result of the use of
WANDAH?
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5. Has the implementation of the WANDAH project affected the way that you teach
writing? For exatrplel have you placed greater emphasis on the philosophy of
teaching writing as process, or has themmputer been away to have students do
basically the same writing assignments as before?

6. Has students' writing improved more during the school year with WANDAH instruction
than it did before you used WANDAH? If so, specifically what types of
improvement?

7. Have you noticed any ways in which your students' writing has not improv-__ as much
as before? If sof specifically, in what ways?

8. How do you think the students feel about the use of WANDAH? Specifically? Has
use of WANDAH affected their general attitude toward writing?

9. Have you ever felt like the purpose of the WANDAH project is to use new technology
rather than to teach writing better through the use of the computer and WANDAH?
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School

Hubject

SITE VISIT INTERVIEWS

QiESTIONS FOR NON-ENGLISH TEACHE

Have you noticed any impact of the WANDAH project on the writing that students do
for your classes? Quantity? Quality? Attitudes toward writing?

2. Do any of your students do their writing assignments for your classes using the
computer and WANDAH?

Would you like your students to do their assignments using the compu er and
WANDAH?

4. Are there.any other ways In which WANDAE has an impact on you as a teacher?
Positive impacts? Concerns that you have?
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School

SITE VISIT INTERVIEWS

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR WANDkH STUDENTS

1. Do you like using WANDAH for writing? If so, why? If not no

2. Do you think that you have learned how to write better with WANDAH than you would
have without? If yes, in what ways specifically? if not, in what ways
specifically?

For students who responded "yes" to the above question: Do you find that having
learned to write using WANDAH and the computer helps you to write better even when
you are writing with pen.or pencil?
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4. For students who answered 'yes" to Question 2: Do you find that learning to write
using WANDAH and the computer has helped your performance on writing assignments
for other classes?

Has the use of WANDAH had any general effect on your attitude toward writing?
That is, do you find writing generally to be more pleasurable and something you
look forward more to doing, less so, or about the same?

6. What are the best and worst things about the program?

7. Would you like to see the program mainta!med in your school?
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Appendix E

Posttet Writing Prompts and Instructions
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3/5/86

COMPOSITION ACTIVITY (A)

Instructions for Teache . Increased Homework

1. The students are to have 30 minutes to write in response to the prompt,
"Increased Homework". Please time the writing period carefully.

2. Read the Student Ins-rructions and the prompt aloud to the students prior
to the 30-minute timed writing peri_ -

Be sure the students put their name, school, grade level, and the date in
the upper righthand corner of the first page of their paper, and that
they put their name in the upper righthand corner of any additional pages
that they write.

4. Be sure that each student has ruled 8 1/2 X 11, wide-lined paper to write
on. Tell them that they can use no more than three pages for their
composition. They should have sufficient space if they write on every
line and avoid wide margins. Ask them not to squeeze their handwriting
to gain more room.

5. Tell the students to write only on one side of each sheet of pape

6. If any student writes on more than one page, please be certain that the
pages are stapled together.

7. Students must write with mumber 2 pencils or ink so that their papers
will be readable.

8. Do not answer students' questions about the prompt or about how to wri e
the assignment.

9. Collect the students' papers promptly at the end of the 30-minute writing
perixmd.

10- Put the papers for each class in alphabetical order, please.
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COMPOSITICN ACTIVITY (A)

Student Instructions: Increased Homework_

DIRECTIONS: You will have twenty minutes to plan and write a letter to the
president of the Board of Education on a topic described on the next page.
You may recall writing on this topic several months ago. We want to know how
you respond to the topic now. Do not try to recall what you wrote earlier,
but treat this as a new writing assignment._

Take CNE position either supporting or opposing the proposal discussed in the
writing prompt. You are expected to express your thoughts carefully,
naturally, and effectively: Be specific. Remember that how well you write
is much more important than how much you write. Use a friendly letter format
with "Mr. School Board President" as your salutatiom Close your letter with
"Sincerely, Dee Smith." DO NOT WRITE ON A TOPIC OTHER THAN THE ONE ASSIGNED
IN THE WRITIM PROMPT. A LETTER CN A TOPIC OF YCUR OWN CHOICE WILL RECEIVE
NO CREDIT.

Write your namel your school, your grade level, and the date in the upper
righthand corner of the first page of the paper.

You must write on 8 1/2 X 11 ruled paper with wide lines.
number 2 pencil or a pem PLEASE WRITE LEGIBLY".

When your teacher tells you that the 30 minutes are up, please
If you finish in less than 30 minutes, sit quietly in yOur s
time is up.

If you write on more than one page, be certain that your name
that all of the pages are stapled together.
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3/5/86

COMPOSITION ACTIVI7Y-(A)

Writing Prompt: Increased Homework

Recently the National Commission on Excellence in Education claimed in their
report' ."A Nation at Risk," that American students are receiving only a
mediocre education. Concerned about the education in this district, the
Board of Education has requested that high echool principals institute a new
program of homework. It requires that teachers assign one hour of homework
each evening in solid classes. The Board feels that this effort will force
students to gain more than just a mediocre edUCetion.

Some teachers and parents object, arguing that homework'does little to
improve student learning because it lacks immediate teacher supervision, and
that this suggestion puts undue pressure upon less capable students.

Write a letter to the president of the Board of Education suppo ting or
opposing this proposal. Remember to take only one point of view. Organize
your argument= carefully and be as convincing as possible.
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ODMPOSITICG ACTIVITY (B)

Instructions for Teachers: An Influential Person

FIRST DAY:

3 5/85

1. The students are to have 30 minutes to write in response to the prompt,
"An influential Person". Please time the writing period carefully.

2. Read the Student Instructions and the prompt aloud to the students prior
to the 30-minute timed writing period.

_ sure the students put their name' school, grade level, and date in the
upper righthand corner of the first page of their paper, and their name
in the upper righthand corner of any additional pages that they write.

4. Be sure that each student has ruled 8 1/2 X 111 wide-lined paper to write
on.

Tell the students to write on one side of the paper only, emphasizing
that they are to write on every other line.

6. If any student writes on more than one page, please be certain that the
pages are stapled together.

7. Students must write with number 2 pencils or ink so their papers will be
readable.

You may answer students' questions to clarify the prompt, but do not
answer questions about how to write the assignment.

9. Given the limited amount of times students should not use the dictionary.
Tell them to spell any questionable words as best they can.

10. Collect the papers at the end of the 30-minute writing period.

11. Then, TELL THE STUDENTS THAT THEY WILL HAVE 30 MINUTES DURING THE NEXT
CLASS MEETING TO REVISE THEIR PAPERS. Suggest that they think in the
meantime about revisions that they might want to make.

12. Please do not discuss with the students their papers or possible
revisions an them between class perio1e. It is important that both the
initial piece of writing and the revisions be the student's unaided work.
The purpose is to evaluate programs, not to evaluate classrooms or
teachers.
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-2-

COMPOSITION ACTIVITY (9)

Instructions for Teachers: An Influential Person

THE NZXT CLASS MEETING:

1. The students are to have 30 minutes to revise the papers written the
previous period.

2. Hand their papers back to the students and then give the following
instructions:

a. Recall that, in writing the paper just handed back to you, you were
to select a person who had influenced your life greatly and describe
what you did and how you were influenced by the person. You were to
give specific details and write so that a person your age would
understand and appreciate what happened.

b. You will now have 30 minutes to revise your paper.

c. Put your revisions in Ehe spaces left by writing on every other line
when you first wrote the paper. If-any revision is too long to fit
in that space and still be legible, write it on,a separate page.
Number the revision on the separate page and then write that number
with an arrow to indicate where it should be inserted in your paper.
Be sure to write your name on any added page and staple it to your
original paper.

Check that added'revision pages have the student's name on them and are
stapled to the original piece of writing.

4. Collect the papers promptly at the end of the 3O-minute revision period.

5. Put the papers for each class in alphabetical order, please.
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COMPOSITIcV AcIVIT Y (5)

Student Instructions: An Influential Person

You will have 30 minutes to plan and write on the topic described on the next
page. You may recall writing on this topic several months ago. We want to
know how you respond to the topic now. Do-not try to recall what you wrote
earlier/ but treat this as a new writing assignment.

Be sure to read the description of the topic carefully, and express your
thoughts as carefully and as effectively as you can. Be specific as
requested, and include examples. How well you write is more important than
how much you write DO NOT WRITE ON A TOPIC OTHER THAN THE ONE ASSIGNED AS
THE TOPIC. MITIM CN ANOTHER TOPIC WILL RECEIVE NO CREDIT.

Write your name, your school, your grade level and the date in the upper
righthand corner of the first page of the pa

You must write on 8 1/2 X 11 ruled paper with wide lines. WRITE ON EVERY
OTHER LINE. Use either a number 2 pencil or a pen. PLEASE WRITE LEGIBLY.

When your teacher tells you that the 30 minutes are up, please stop writing.
If you finish in less than 30 minutes, sit quietly in your seat until the
time is up.

If you write on more than one page, be certain that your name is on each and
that all of the pages are stapled together.
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ODMPOSITIM ACTIVITY (8)

Topic: An Influential Person

Other individuals can influence our lives greatly, often without being aware
they are doing so. Look back over your life and think of one or two persons
who have influenced you to do something about which you now feel proud or
which you wish had not happened.

Select one such person to write about. (You need not give the gerson's real
name.) Describe what you did and how the person influenced your behavior.
Using specific details, write so that another person your age would
understand and appreciate what happened.
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Appendix F

Revision Tally Sheet and Scoring Ins
and Attitude Surveys
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The papers you will be reading have been written by Utah high school
students as a result of a prompt provided as part of the evaluation of
the Wandah program (see the prompt at the end of these instructions).
Before starting_the actual scoring of the essays, we will review the
revision analysis scoring guide you will be using. Try to familiarize
yourself as rapidly as possible wlth the format and keep the following
items in mind as you read.

1. Students were given these instructions for revision:

Put your revisions in the spaces left by writing on every
other line when you first wrote the paper. If_any revision
is too long to fit in that space and still be legible' write
it on a separate page. Number the revision on the separate
page and then_write that number with an arrow to indicate
where it should be inserted in your paper.

2. We are reading only for evidence of revision; no judgment is being
made about the quality of those changes at this time. Hence, this
scoring is a frequency count, not a qualitative one.

3. As_much as you may be tempted to "read" the essays, try to avoid
this; concentrate only on identifying the revision changes and
recording them appropriately.

4. Handwriting may become a factor in your reading; if you are un-
certain of a change, request assistance from the Head Reader.

Make no marks on the essays whatsoever.

Fill out a scoring sheet for each essay even if no changes
appear. Be certain each sheet carries the correct identification
number and the coding number which you will be assigned at the
start of the session.

7. Use either a checkmark system or a slash (/) system for
recording each change in a category;

S. Be careful to get your marks in the appropriate column.

9. TALLY ONLY EACH CATEGORY--DO NOT TAKE TIME TO PUT DOWN OVERALL
TOTALS.

10. If_an essay has numerous changes in it, you may.find the scoring
easier if you read the essay three times, each time for a diff-
erent category.

11. If you encounter a change not covered by the scoring sheet,
make a legible note at the bottom of the sheet with some indi-
cation of what the change is and how many times it occurs.
NOTE: IN CASES SUCH AS THIS, CONSULT WITH THE HEAD READER
BEFORE MAKING THE NOTATION.

12. Read as rapidly as you can while still maintaining accuracy
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in recording. If you find yourself getting tired--eye strain
will be a factor, not to mention "butt fatigue,"--feel free to
move around quietly' help yourself to refreshments, visit the
rest rooms, etc. Please be as quiet as possible, however,
since others may be trying to concentrate on their reading.
NOTE: WE WILL TAKE BRIEF BREAKS ON THE HOUR BUT WE DC NEED
TO ACCOMPLISH OUR TASK IN THE TIME WE HAVE AVAILABLE IF
AT ALL POSSIBLE,

IF AT ANY TIME YOU ARE UNCERTAIN HOW TO PROCEED, RAISE YOUR HAND AND
THE HEAD READER WILL CONSULT WITH YOU AS SOON AS POSSIBLE AND ATTEMPT
TO ANSWER YOUR QUESTIONS.

atqagat PromPt

Topic: An Influential Person

Other individuals can influence our lives greatly, often without
being aware they are doing so. Look back over your life and think of
one or two persons who have influenced you to do something about which
you now feel proud or which you wish had not happened.

Select one such person to write about. (You need not give the
person's real name.) Describe what you did and how the person
influenced your behavior. using specific details, write so that
another person your age would understand and appreciate what happened.
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3/5/85

OPINIONS ABCUT WRITIM SURVa'

Instructions for Administration:

1. Explain to the students that they may remember completing a survey on
their opinions about writing last October. Their beliefs are again of
interest as part of a project in which the district is participating.
Their opinions Fight now are of interest. They should not try to
remember what they said earlier.

2. Hand out the survey forms, and ask the students to fill in
information at the top of the page.

3. Read the survey Directions aloud to the student: Be sure they know how
to mark the items. (If the question comes up, tell the students to
ignore the numbers below the responses to be circled. They are only for
uze of the keypunch operator who will put the data on IPA cards.)

4. Explain to the students that four items #5, 18/ 21/ 31) refer to a
"composition .course"/ and that simply means a language arts class in
which they write compositions.

5. Ask students to work quickly, and to sit quietly when they finish until
all are done. It should take no longer than 20 minutes for students to
complete the survey.

Put the papers for each class in alphabetical order, please.
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tme School Grade

OPINIONS ABCUT WRITING SURVEY

3/5/85

.rections: Below are a series of statements about writing. There are no right or wrong
iswers to these statements. Please indicate the degree which each statement applies to
tu by circling whether you strongly agree (SA), agree (A), are uncertain (U)1 Jisagree
0, or strongly disagree (SD) with the statement. While some of these statements may
teem repetitious, take your time and try to be as honest as possible. Please complete
rery item. Thank you for your cooperation.

. I avoid writing.

.. I have no fear of my writing being evaluated.

. I look forward to writing down my ideas.

. I am afraid of writing essays when I know they will
be evaluated.

. Taking a composition course is a very frightening
experience.

. Handing in a composition makes me feel good.

My mind seems to go blank when I start to work on
a composition.

0 _

(22.4L
SA A

(5) (4)

0
0
D

UI

Q
D

(2)

u
(3)

SA A U D
(1) (2) (3) (4)

SA A 0 D
(1) (2) (3) (4)

SA A U D

Expressing ideas through writing seems to be a waste
of time.

I would enjoy submitting my writing to magazines for
evaluation and publication.

I like to write my ideas down.

. I feel confident in my ability to express my ideas
clearly in writing.

. I like have my friends read what I have written.

nervous about writing.

. People seem to enjoy what I write.

. I enjoy writing.
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SD
(1)

SD
(5)

SD
(5)

SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D
(1) (2) (3) (4)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A 0 D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)



16. I never seem to be able to write down my ideas clearly.

17. Writing is a lot of fun.

18. I expect to do poorly in composition classes even before
I enter them.

19. I like seeing my thoughts on paper.

20. Discussing my
experience.

ing with others is an enjoyable

21. I have a terrible time organizing my ideas in a
composition course.

22. When I hand in a composition I know I'm going to do
poorly.

23. It's easy for me to write good compositions.

24. I don't think I write t other -ple.

25. I don't like my co ositions to be evaluated.

26. I'm no good at writing.

27. Writing on a computer is more flin than writing
pencil and paper.

28. All students should do some writing on a computer.

29. Peop e who write on computers become better writers
than they would otherwise.

30. Using a computer to write just makes writing more
difficult.

31. The students in every composition class should have
access to a computer to write on at school.

32. A computer program is not likely to be of much help
in revising a paper.

33. Students would learn more if they could do the writing
assignments in all of their classes on a computer.

34. Learning to write on a computer is more trouble than
it's worth.

Computer programs can be helpful in deciding how to
improve a paper. 451

Si

-a-
A

(4)

A

--=-
U

(3)

U

-A
.-a-
D

(2)

D

SA

(5)

SA

_In

SD

(1)

SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) .(2) (1)

SA A U D
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D SD
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

SA A U D SD

(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

SA A U D
(1) (2) (3) (2)
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Appendix G

Holistic Scoring Procedures and Guidelines
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The procedures for each scoring session were identical and are explained
in the enclosed materials as are the procedures for table leaders. We used
the same procedures for training readers each time:

1. Reviewed the prompt and the circumstances surrounding the writing of the
essays.

2. Explained the difference between scoring and grading.

3. Stressed the need for consistency in holistic scoring.

4. Reviewed the scoring guide and proced s.

5. Scored a sample packet of six papers; then recorded individual scores on
a grid which was placed on the chalkboard.

6. Scored a second sample of six papers; recorded each reader's scores on a
second grid.

7. Selected key papers from the two scorings and discussed the application
of the scoring categories to the papers; in this way we began to refine
people's thinking about the scoring categories. Once there was
reasonable consensus, we moved to step 8.

Scored a third sample of papers; recorded individual reader's scores on a
third grid. Discussed, once again, scores from the three grids; finally
decided on range markers for each category (samples available on
request).

9. Began official scoring. During this time, table leaders monitored the
scoring of each of their readers--every 5th paper during the first hour;
every 10th paper during the remaining hours; conferenced with those
readers who seemed to be scoring extremely high or extremely low. Table
leaders also did some scoring of their own when time permitted, as did
the Head Reader.

The Head Reader conducted the training sessions, identified the papers to
be read by each tablet color coded papers for second readings, monitored
the activities of the table leaders, and did third readings.
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Wandah Evaluation Project

Holistic Scoring

rections to TABLE LEADERS:

You have received a copy_of the instructions to the readers at your
table. In addition to monitoring that those instructions are followed
carefully, you are asked to do the following:

1. Arrange people_at their tables so each reader has sufficient
room for materials and so that you have easy avcess to them
for conferring as necessary.

2. Doublecheck to determine if all your readers have the
necessary materials.

Participate in the practice session; score the sample papers
yourself; observe carefully the scores of your readers and
the kinds of questions asked. Although the Head Reader will
conduct the practice session, 4e prepared to assist when
necessary.

Duripg. the _officlal_ReadIng

1. Monitor the reading at your table; encourage readers to stay
on task and discourage any conversation among readers during
the reading time.

2. See that your readers have a steady flow of papers; the Head
Reader will see that you have a constant supply with which to
keep your readers supplied.

Collect scored papers periodically from you

every tenth _pacer This means you should read the paper
and assign it a score without first looking at the reader's
score; then compare. If you disagree more than one level,
spot check another paper from that reader; if you disagree
on that one as well, consult with the reader. Note: THOSE
PAPERS THAT YOU READ AND SCORE A SECOND TIME, BE CERTAIN
TO FOLLOW THE DIRECTIONS BELOW FOR SCORING SECOND READINGS;
THESE PAPERS SHOULD NOT GO INTO THE ROUTING FOR A SECOND
SCORING BUT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FINISHED AND PUT IN THE
APPROPRIATE PLACE AFTER THE TALLY ON THE FRONT HAS BEEN MADE.

Randle discrepancies in scoring as unobtrusively as possible.
If a reader appears to be scoring too high or too low, select
some papers you feel represent the appropriate range and ask
the reader to score them; if the scores are still not appro-
priate, take the reader aside--away.from other readers--and
confer with the reader on how the misscored papers fit the
criteria of the boundary categories. In other words, if the-



reader scores a paper a 1 and it should be a 3, ask the reader
to compare the paper with a 4 and then with a 2 and finally
with a 3; work on comparisons with boundary categories, not
comparisons with other papers in the misscored category. If
differences cannot be resolved' consult with the Head Reader.

5. Pay particular attention to papers which show color on the
first page; these already will have been read once; your
readers will place their scores on the front page in the upper
left hand corner. When you pick them up from your readers,
check_to be certain the score is where it is supposed to be;
then do the following:

a. check the back of the las- page for a score

b. if that score agrees with the one on the first
page or is within one level of it, add the two
scores together and place the total at the top
center of the first page; circle that score and
underline it twice; BOLDLY PRINTED NUMBERS will help.

c. if the scores do not agree, note who the second
reader was from your tablevspot check the reader
on a few more papers. In the meantime, GIVE ALL
PAPERS WHICH NEED A THIRD READING to the Head
Reader. If discrepancies continue with a reader,
check with the Head Reader so that adjustments can be
made if necessary.

d. after any break, be particularly alert.to early readings
to make certain readers are still consistent in their
scoring.

if you have time--after all of this--go ahead and score
some papers yourself but do not do this at the expense
of monitoring the table readers. Consistency is an
important element for all of us during these sessions.

Since we will have two days of this scoring, please pass on to
the Head Reader any ideas you gain from the first day's reading
which might make the second day go more efficiently.

We appreciate your willingness to serve in this role and hope
that the experience will be beneficial to you as well as to
the readers working with you.
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nda Evaluat aa

Holistic acoring

Dirac ens to Rea

The papers you are about to reaa were written y hla_
students. 'feu will find a prcmpt attacaed to tins ohtat whic
indicates the assignment students were given. Our affortz_
to score the papers, using a rubric designed specifically
prompt and the student aopalation. You will receive this aubr
separately and willapractice with it until you are fomila wiah
categories and until the group of readers as a hoe las d ualoned
consistency in its use.

if you are unfamiliar with holistic a ting2 you tbraill2 aware
that research has shown that the process ia as valid and 4able an
the more traditionaland ?loweranalytical scoring ef wr ting
samples, in holistic scoring, von are to uee a *whole imoreasion of
the work which reflects the various characteristics of the scozing
rubric ta determine where the piece of writing fella on a givGn scale.
No single .4:em or characteristie is necessarily more important than
another in this system; in fact, holistic acoring ia not dosigned_to_
be diagnostic but is more useful in showing large scala cilanaes within
a given population and for placing studenta an aporopriate couraec or
proarams. Cur intent in thls particular avaluation nrolatt Is to
determine what changes, if any, have occurred in student ting evor
a certain period of time.

Since we will be readin:.: la nueoar laapere an, accuracy ta
of (meat importance, we ask that you aaaaave taa 1IIL o7vtduran
carefully; if you have queztions at r4ny ;;:rte to aoaault
your table leader or it he OL she au busy, tht aaaa.

Arrange your matentals car-. at you te4 7,t1A
easily and efficiently; you jLi havo the- !*l i ra-
sou:aces:

.. copy of the premot ,Ased E.sy the writing
copy of the rubric--yon r-lay 4a1t to unalwy_
tor easier referenoo

c. oop.ieu of 'z,ange4 'ittarkeTe fo- each cat
(these will be orolaijad !-t,tring prc.ctice3

d. owo marked spaces in Z'xr2. cO! a
for paper3 4K*O to 3ZO1*3 t th wt
you have accired and ..-41c:-A are r

2. oencil for crs1inq scorte

2. Feel re o ask guastiens luriao the pra&rti.m ;.12

seed to trai quickly, mit trz ,-tr0;4171,A
what we are doins; your 'ittader !71,t: %1112 A4:51.2

attempt to artswer your quest'lo2is. _Licten r.,,trf4f4lIa;
discussion. Apply the V4briC ily, 1141 rAs.

scores cooloure Wiith those c74 rm. Thz., uux:.3cri:

_ =r.ht

aa
aapaaa

140

156

aira

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



of the training eo1rt is to
cation of .he rubri

%ros rrt the
the

1. aesist the atjon te read an ezcoe nt to .11.Q=Dber reedrrl
there will be ample tire to swap oho:L=02 i th ear
during the breaks.

2. Give to your table lender any il egible_pacere which You
feel are beyond_anyeacrt at readIngl 2-Aandi,t=ting an some
of the papers will ache good hut try not to kt that in-
!luence_you undnlY: remember that students had little Uwe
to consider overalisestness.

Read as quickly as pasible and try to sore f±rt
impression; if you find yourself rt-reediag mactrat you
probably have lost confidence in your memory of-T the rubric )
review the categoriesand_then start rendino a.5-Taino Remember
that the goal is overall impression. Isolating one part
over another tends toreduce your effectiveness az a reader.

Record the appropriat 3cc:2
by the following code

a. No COLOR ON rum PAGE--reco
of the LAST PAG1. th the cznTsr, o 4at
sure the number in formed olea IF.

location

b. GO7OR OX PIPET 2A- record =ore
of thein7ST PAG0.7 be ,:ortaL.

nuibev i fcred dearly.

Place all scored Ewins on pile In roit ycu;
thene papers will bepiched up by the tbl lr
periodically. Your nos leadet andiqx th rtor -%-r may
read some of these atm _Axt, zimo to st'r they*
readers are using thernbric amrrrp atelys. P occAaiont
your table leader crtthe Head lZalltier may tPsc:As=s Acme olif
your scores with yot.:0 maks certain that yal ga_nd ha cc a
have a_consensus on the scores. aemclober th4t Z4C-C4CriS
this kind of evaluation ependa uoon consi.sttly lh 400kin9.

az indicated

_

Aaidar-

will t 57ati
otor in these sessionsso that ..,cu bJ_
'sit the rest revmailet some frrItih
_er, will be short-leitim move_tlan t*n nino=lao

a lunch break. ?elmobe oroovt in E4,ALtInci
aoon as the signimn,

2. You will tlind reading anpe,... .tdm

lasiuhts into how.tiuW0 te!Etie rfr. arV tt
resrond to writingron. YoU ma,' 4.= ;e:' qot att;ire-
witb th2ir tands wan Isnue or akir chnice of subjtit:

IL;v1Lie=E:

t-7at
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Your focus at all times, however, mmat be on avsluati
papers against the rubzic, not againat youx own persona
beliefs or expectationa.

3. We apprec-ate the
session. It it is nece
time allott*C1 for mcoring
Reader so that the time you

11.i; Y90:1

giving 12_ for the acor±nq
r you_to leave before the

O7eP, Pleane inform the Seed
did a lid can he recorded.
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Holistic Scoring Rubric
(Homework)

0
Tapers at this level will be illegible, illiterate, incoherent, totally
unrelated to the assigned topic or exhibit no response; such papers shouA
be given to the head reader.

1

Papers at this level will

a. offer a vague or contradictory position on the issue

b. ignore the existence of opposing views

c. provide no consistent defense for a position or only a rambling,
generalized discussion; some aspects of the discussion may have
nothing to do with the issue

d. provide no clear introduction or conclusion

e. usually consist of one or two paragraphs with ineffective structure
and little or no attention to transitions or coherence

f. read as a non-unified discussion

g. acknowledge the audience being addressed but use inappropriate
language

h. display excessive sentence construction problems

exhibit a high frequency of grammatical, punctuation, spelling, and
capitalization errors which seriously impede reading.

2
Papers at this level will

offer a stated or contradictory position on the issue

b. ignore the existence of an opposing view

c. provide no more than one basic argument which will be repeated several
times with unoriginal and often vague examples; personal experience
may or may not be present

ignore usually a separate introduction or conclusion

e. use paragraphing ineffectively and transitions often will be missing_

f. read as a random collection of thoughts with little or no attention
order or relative importance

g- reveal .inconsistent awareness of audience and usually inappropriate
use of language

h. use simple sentence construction mar ed by frequent run-ons and/or
sentence fragments

i. exhibit sufficient numbers -f spelling, punctuation and/or
capitalization errors to impede reading severely.

143 15 9



3
Papers at this level will

a. o fer a stated or suggested P cosi don on the issue

b. be unlikely to acknowledge eX_=istence of opposing view

c. provide only one or two arurrients that will tend to
repetitively with general izecLa examples; personal experieri
not be used

leve oped
May ow- may

d. provide little or no introdOC__=tion or conclusion

e. use paragraphs incon5istent4Nre, with a number consisting Of onl one
or two sentences, or the paPr consists of one paragrapti; itansi tions
will be weak

g-

read as sornevihat rambling di scourse with arguments not 4'al togther
smoothly and Often appearing to be offered on a randorn baZ-is

acknowledge aueience being alw Addressed but not always with Wroprz-iate
language

show inconsistent control of sentence structure; some r .n =-Id/or
fragments may be present; lit=tle sentence variety

exhibits sufficient number- of errors in spelling, pti tl4tuati c=0 n or
capi tal ization to interfere w 7 i th reading.

4
Papers at this level will

a. offer a clearly stated or sLig -gested position on the iszue

b. be unlikely to acknowledge me existence of opposing v1ev1Z

c. provide only one or two ,i.rguments which will be spporte d by
underdeveloped examples; pers L-onal experience may or may r3cteu5d

d. provide a perfunctory introdu _ction and conclusion

e. use paragraphing with generli effectiveness but develoPeOtwi thi n
paragraphs may be limited aricr_X- not always coherent; trartsil ass wi be
generally effective

f. read as not an entirely coherent piece

g- acknowledge the audience bein-mg addressed and generally u5e
language

show some variation in senten ce construction

exhibit more spelling, puncto=uation or capitalization
or 6 paper.

approp i a te

eyrc1S tha- a 5



5

this level will

f-fer a clearly stated or implied position on the issue

prsent either one substantially developed argument or several
mo derately well developed .arguments supported by examples which
re7flect some originality and/or personal experience

ac&cnowledge usually the existence of opposing views

pr-invide an introduction and conclusion but not alwa s as separate
unts

usE paragraphing effectively and move from point to point with clear
trae.nsitions

susjgest structure of partsargumen s appear in sections but do not
alNeklays relate to each other smoothly, leaving readers without a full
serlse of coherence

aci.cnowledge the audience being addressed and use appropriate language
to strive for some consistency in tone and voice.

uSea varied sentence construction but not always appropriate for
emc'hasi; may lack somewhat in complexity

ext-cibit few spelling, punctuation or capitalization errors.

6

Pipers t this level will

oft7er a clearly stated or implied position on the issue

ackznowledge existence of opposing views and merits of those views

prt=vide several arguments supported by factual examples and/or
per-sonal experience which reflect thoughtfulness and some originality

prravide a recognizable and separate introduction and conclusion

usea paragraphing effectively and move from point to point with clear
treLnsitions

red as a coherent discussion of the issue

ackznowledge the audience being addressed and ise appropriate language
to maintain a consistent tone and voice

usea varied sentence construction

exFaibit few, if any, spelling, punctuation or capitalization errors.
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Holistic Scor_ng Rubric
(Influential Person)

0

Papers at this level will be fllegible, illiterate, incoherent, totally
unrelated to the assigned topic or exhibit no response; such papers should
be given to the head reader without scoring.

Papers at this level will

a. offer only a vague identification of an influential person and may not
indicate whether the influence was positive or negative

b. provide highly generalized examples which offer little indication of
what the writer did

display few details that will describe what happened and why it was
significant

d. omit introduction or conclusion; simply will plunge into the paper and
never place the material in perspective for the reader

e. exhibit consistently underdeveloped paragraphs or no paragraphing
sense at all and show little awareness of the role of transitions
within or between paragraphs

F. offer a rambling, unfocused discussion

g. show difficulty with consistently appropriate language use

h. reveal lack of sentence sense

i. contain high numbers of errors in spelling, punctuation and/or
capitalization which dramatically interfere with reading.

2
Papers at this level will

a. select one or more people who are only vaguely identified but the
influence of the person is identified as positive or negative

b. provide highly generalized examples, some of which may not appear to
be clearly related to the purpose of the paper

c. use highly generalized details to describe the wri e s action and why
it was significant

d. provide no clear introduction or conclusion

e. have difficulty with paragraphing; paper may simply be one long
paragraph or a series of short underdeveloped ones; transitions within
are weak or nonexistent

f. suggest a rambling, unconnected discussion

g. reveal some difficulty with appropriate language use

h. exhibit frequent sentence construction problems, including fragments
and runons

exhibit sufficiently high numbers of errors in spelling, punctuation
and/or capitalization to interfere seriously with reading.

1 6 2
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3

vaper s at this lev1 will
a. select one or more individuals and focus on those persons' influence

On the writer indicating if the influence was positive or nega.tive
b, provide generl ized examples of what the writer did as a result of the

individual ' s nfluence

c. rely on gener.a.1 ized details to describe action taken by the writer as
a result and 1..iggest why it was significant

d. reveal no seoarate introduction and conclusion; introduction and
conclusion friy consist of Only one or two sentences within "body"
paragraphs

e. reveal some uncertainty about paragraphing by having several one or
two sentence paragraphs or the paper will be all one paragraph;
transitions will show some weakness within as well as between
paragraphs.

f. suggest a not thoroughly focused discussion

g. use language generally appropriate for intended audience

exhibit littl variety in sentence construction and will display some
recurring protklems with runons and/or sentence fragments

exhibit suffi dient numbers of errors in spelling, punctuation, and
capital ization to cause some interference with reading.

4

Papers at this leve 1 will
a. select one person and focus on the influence that person had in thewriter' s life, indicating if the infl uence was positive or negative
b. provide one or two moderately_ specific examples of what the writer did

as a result of the individual's influence

displays a sense of voice and some consistency in tone

use somewhat generalized details to describe the action taken by the
writer, and to suggest why it was significant

e. offer a _perfunctory beginning and ending which may or may not be
separate from -the body of the piece

g.

show a fairly consistent sense of pa agraphing, with some minor
problems in d.velopmentor placement; transitions are limited but
appropriate

tend to display' some parts which may not seem to connect smoothly with
others

use appropriat but general language for the intended reader

exhibit simpl sentence coistruction but with no major problems;
little complex-1 -ty apparent

j. exhibit more spelling, punctuation and/or capitalization errors than
five or six rappers but meaning is not.severely compromised.
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5
Papers at this level will

a. seleCt one person and focus on that person's influence in the writer s
life, indicating if the influence was positive or negative

b. provide one or more concrete examples of what the writer did as a
result of the individual's influence

c. displays a good sense of voice and consistency in tone

use specific details which describe the action taken by the writer so
the reader can understand what happened and why it was significant

e. employ a general introduction which may suggest a focus for the paper
and a conclusion which will offer a general summary

show a generally effective use of paragraphing and use transitions in
obvious but appropriate ways

provide a generally coherent discussion but with perhaps one or two
unclear relationships

h. use appropriate but not always original language suitable for the
audience

1. display varied sentence construction but not always with attention to
emphasis; may also demonstrate some lack of complexity in-the
construction

exhibit few spelling, punctuation or capitalization errors. ,

6
Papers at this level will

a. select one person and focus on that person's influence in the 's

life, indicating if the influence was positive or negative

b. provide one or more concrete examples of what the writer did as a
result of the individual's influence

c. displays a good sense of voice and consistency in tone

d. use highly specific details which describe the action taken by the
writer so the reader can understand what happened and why it was
significant

e. begin with a clear introduction which sets the direction of the paper
and ends with a clear conclusion that puts the individual's influence
in perspective for the reader

f. use paragraphing effectively and uSe transitions appropriately within,
as well as between, paragraphs

g. provide an overall coherent discussion

h. use appropriate language consistently for the intended audience

1. exhibit varied sentence construction which lends interest and reveals
complexity of thought and action

j. exhibit few, if any, spelling, punctuation or capitalization errors.
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Appendix H

Descriptions of Dependent MeasureS
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WANDAH EVALUATION

De --dent Measures

Opinions About Writing Survey

This 26-item instrument, developed by 311n A. Daly and Michael D. Miller
("The Empirical Development of an Irmcrument to Measure Writing
Apprehension", Research in the Teaching of 111192J4, 1975, 9, pp. 242-249), is
intended to assWaTZIETtudes toward wrien7c- It is scored so that the lower
the score, the better the attitude. Identified on the computer printout as
PRSURTOT, for the pretest, and POSURTOT, for the posttest.

Opinions About aitka with Computers

This nine-item instrumsnt was administered only as a posttest. The
items were developed by the statewide evaluator and included with the
Opinions About Writing Survey items. As with the Opinions About Writing
Survey, lower scores indicate better attitudes about using computers to
write. Identified on-the computer Printout as COMPTar.

Holistic Measures

Two holistic writing samples were scored. The first was based on the
"Increased Homework" prompt which was given in May of 1985 and again in
April-May 1986. The other came from the "An Influential Person" prompt,
administered in October 1985 and April-May 1986 as a revision exercise. The
students' revised writing samples were scored holistically. To obtain a more
reliable holistic score, the scores from the two writing samples were
combined. On the computer printouts, Increased Homework is identified as
PRHOLLT (LT standing for letter) on the pretest, and as POHOLLT on the
posttest; "An Influential Person" is identified as PRHOLIN on the pretest,
and POHOLIN for the posttest; the sum of the two is indicated by PRHOLTOT on
the pretest and POHOLTOT on the posttest.

Revision Scores

A coding instrument (enclosed) for identifying revisions was developed for
this project and used on the "An Influential Person" revised writing sample.
Initially, the instrument included only revision categories from the WANDAB
program. As the developer (Dr. Charles Duke, Utah State University) tried
out the coding instrument, it became clear that a number of other types of
revisions had been made by students, and nonWANDAH categories were added to
the instrument. Finally, in training coders to use the instrument, it was
decided that one other type of revision needed to be added under "III.
Organizational and Content Changes"; it is, "D. Structural Changes." That
title appears on the bottom of the instrument. The subcategories are not
listed. They are: Replacement of Information (rewording without altering
meaning, usually consisting of the same number of words); Reco nition 12x
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Omission (words inserted that seem to have been left out in haste or
carelessness, or words deleted that had been written in redundantly);
Paragraph Charlie (insertion of a symbol to indicate a new paragraph, or that
a paragraph break is to be ignored); Paragr2ph Order Change (arrows or notes
used to indicate the change in placement of paragraphsj; and, Sentence/Word
Order Change/Movement (changes in the order of words or sentences indicated
by a line or arrow).

Three subscores on the coding instrument--WANDAH Mechanical Changes,
Style Changes, and Organizational and Content Changes--were summed to get a
total WANDAH Revisions score. Two subscores--nonWANDAH Mechanical Changes
and Organizational and Content Changes--were summed to get a nonWANDAH
Revisions smmre. The WANDAH and nonWANDAH Revisions scores were summed to
obtain a Total Revisions score. WANDAH Revisions is indicated on the
computer printout by PRTOTWD for the pretest and POTOTWD for the posttest;
nonWANDAH Revisions is indicated on the computer printout by PRTOTNWD for the
pretest and POTOTNWD for the posttest; and, Tbtal Revisions is indicated by
PRRVTOT for the pretest and PORVTOT for the posttest.

Means and standard deviations were quite low for some of the categories
summed to obtain the WANDAH and nonWANDAH Revisions scores. It is doubtful
that scores on those categories should be analyzed (although some computer
printouts may have analyses of those scores on them); and, it is likely that
the limited variability (which is reflected in the means and standard'
deviations for individual schools) is the reason for the relatively low alpha
coefficients for the Total Revisions scores, despite the high inter-rater
correlations.
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Appendix

Pretest and Posttest Means and Standard Deviations
(Tables 4 through 11 )
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Table 4

Pretest
scores.

SChool

A

tes_ means and standard devia ions for TOTWD (total WANDAB evision)

Grade

11

12

Prea Poste rb Change Fx-aijc

12
.58 .42

(.67) (.79)

14
.29 .36

(.47) (.63)

.01 -.17 -.30

-.11 .07 +.86

+.47 +.34

-.19 +.36 +1.14

+.03

11 17
1.82

(2.63)
2.29

(3.72) .18

12 14
3.00

(2.48)
3.36

(2.62)

.32
(.90)

.48
(1.05) -.17 +.16

.01

12 27
.93 3.18

(2.05) (2.87) .03 2.26* +3.05

11 24
.96 .71

(1.60) (1.46) .12 -.25

12 15
.87

(1.06)
.40

(.63) .19 -.47

.33

.01

.01

11 23
2.52 2.61

(3.07) (2.35) -.27 +.09

11

12

7

21
1.24

(2.30)
1.81

(2.25) .51 +.57 .01

20
1.80 .10

(2.04) (.31) -.30 -1.70*

13
1.08

(1.60) (4.07)
2.69

.27 +1.61

16
2.19

( 3. 43 )

2.00
(2.03)

10

11

15
1.47

(1.64)
.87

(1.41)

16
1_ .87

( 1.84 ) (1. 63 )

.25 -.19

-.19 -.60

-.24 -.19 -.32 .01

12 5
-op

(.00)
1.60

(3.58) +1.60 +2.39

11 39
1.36

(2.01)
1.49

(2.40) .01 +.13

12 33
1.70

(2.54)
.91

(1.63) .43 -.79

aStandard deviations are in parentheses.
bCorrelation between pretest and posttest scores.
bThe mean gain for the project group minus the mean gain for the Weber comparison groUp.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 5

Pretest and posttest means and standard deviations for TOTNWD (total nonWANDAR
revisions) scores.

Sch001 Grade Pred pasta Change c
-x

r2
PL

11 12
2.00

(2.30)
.83

(1.75) .02 -1.17 -.64 .01

.57 1.79
12 14 (.76) (2.58) .15 +1.21 +3.30* .15

4.53 5.65
11 17 (3.55) (4.99) .63 +1.12 +2.14 .07

6.64 6.71
12 14

(3.79) (5.62) .05 4-.07 +2.16 .07

1.28 1.00
11 (1.70) (1.78) .17 28 +.74 .01

.81 4.07
12 27 (1.41) (2.96) -.12 +3.26* +5.38* .32

2.67 2.37
11 24 (5.80) (3_48) -.29 +.73 .01

1.33 1.67
12 15 (2.41) (2.13) -.10 +.33 +2.42*

3.52 5.48
11 23 (3.91) (4.80) .31 +1.96 +2.98* .13

2.57 2.48
11 21 (3.26) (2.91) .40 - *.93 .01

3.05 .20
12 20 (3.25) (.70) -2.85* 76 .01

2.92 2.54
7 13 (2.22) (2.07) .34 -.38

5.75 3.0D
16 (6.13) (2.31) .62 -2.75*

3.00 3.60
10 15 (3.05) (6.17)

+.60

2.37
11 16 (6.38) (4.88) -.32 -2.25 -1.22 .02

.03 2.80
12

(.00) (5.72)
2.80 +4.89* .28

3.41 2.38
11 (3.73) (3.51) .07 -1.02

3.56 1.48
33 (4.25) (2.17i .54 -2.09*

aStandard deviations are in parentheses.
bcorrelation between pretest and posttest scores.
cThe mean gain for the project group minus the mean gain for the Weber comparison group.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.

1st 7



Table 6

Pretest and posttest means and standard deviations
plus nonWANDAH) scores.

School Grade Prea Posta

A 11 12
2.58
(2.57)

1.25

(2.05)

.86 2.14
12 14 (.95) (3.11)

6.35 7.94
11 17 (5.22) (7.82)

9-64 10.07
12 14

(4.40) (7.30)

1.60 1.48
11 25 (2.22) (2.58)

1.74 7.26
12 27 (2.64) (4.41)

3.62 08
11 24 (6.95)

2.20 2.07
12 15

(3.10) (2.46)

6.04 8.0911. 23 (6-28) (5.97)

11 21 (5.31)
4.29
(4.64)

4-85 .30
12 20 (5-08) (.73)

4.00 5.23
7 13 (2-63) (4.82)

7.94 5.c°16 (8.92) (3.95)

4.47 4.47
10 15 (4-21) (6.83)

5.69 3.25
11 16 (6.90) (6.18)

4.40
12 5 (9.29)

4.77 3.87
11 (4.52) (5.26)

5.27 2.39
12 33 (6.14) (3.15)

_btal revisions, WAND

-2
rpbrb Change

.11 -1.33 .43

.01 +1.29

-49 +1.59 +2.49

+.43 +3-31

.15 -.12 +.76

.13 +5.52* +8.40* .38

.10 -.54 +.36

-.07 -.13 +2.74

+2.05 +2.95

.54 +.47 +1.37

-.02 4.55* -1.61

+1.23

.05

.07

.01

.02

. 61 -2.94

. 16

-.32 -2.44 -1.54 .02

+4.40 +7.28* .31

.03 -.90

. 51 -2.88*

aStandard deViations are in parentheses.
bCorrelation between pretest and posttest scores.
The mean gain for the project group minus the mean
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.'
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Table 7

Pretest and pottet means and standard deviations for HOLLT (holistic, "Increased
Homework") scores.

School Grade Prea Posta r0 Change r6b

A 11 12
5.42 5.33
(1.73) (2.10) .23 +.29

6.47 5.40
12 15 (1.64) (2.03) .37 -1.07 -.39 .01

11
6.50
(2.45)

6.33
(2.22) .72 -.17

12 14
8.21
(1.12)

8.79
(1.72)

11 26
7.42 4.85
(2.14) (2.01)

+.21

.31 +.57 +1.25*

.28 -2.58* -2.20* .17

12 29
7.55
(2.26)

5.55
(2.03) .47 -2.00* -1.32* .07

11 24
6.00 6.54
(1.79) (2.04) .52 +.54 .03

12 15
5.07 5.93
(1.71) (1.53) .65 +.87* +1.54*

11 24
7.21 6.50

(2.89) (2.23) .65 -.71 +.33

11 23
7.00
(2.00)

6.17
(1.87) .5Q -.45 .01

12 20
6.60 5.80
(1.46) (1.82) -.80* -.12

7 14
4.29 5.07
(1.49) (1.77)

16
4.03
(1.37)

4.94
(1.48)

10 15
5.87

(2.64)
5.20

(2.30)

.19 +.79

.53 +.94*

.50 -.67

11

12

11

16
6.19
(2001)

4.83
(2.23)

6.17

4.69
(1.70)

7

(1.86)

5.80
(2.11) (2.22)

.64

.47

-1.12

-.99

.05

12
6.85

(2.31)
6.18
(2.79) .77

11 13
4.92 5.77
(1.55) (1.54) =45 +.84

11 7
7.71 7.71

(1.50) (1.38) .28

12 6
7.50 7.50
(2.43) (2.59)

.72

astandard deviationa are in parentheses.
bCorrelatiOn between pretest and posttest scores.
eThe mean gain for the project grOup minus the mean gain for the Weber comparison group.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 8

Pretest and posttest
Person") scores.

School Grade

means and standard

Fred

deviations

Pose

for HOLIN (holt

rb Change

ic, "An Influential

r2
-tab

11 12
6.25
(1.81)

5.42
(1.83) .32 -.83 -.31

6.87 7.20
12 15 (2.10) (1.97) .75 +.33 +1.04 .05

6.50 6.50
(1.62) (1.72)

.50 +.52 .01

8.93 8.64
.12 14

,2 (1.95) -.16 -.29 +.42

6.42 5.27
11 26 (1.58) (1.84) .c1 -1.15* -.63 .02

6.86 5.76
12 29 (2.06) (1.50) .51 -1.10* -.40 .01

6.21 6.50
11 24 (2.43) (1.50) +.29 4.82 .03

5.93 6.60
12 15 (1.58) (1.80) .19 +.67 +1.37* .08

6.50 6.71
11 24

(2.45) (2.31) +.21 +.73 .02

11 22
2

(2.15)
5.6 _

(2.06) .49 .14 +.39 .01

6.70 5.10
12 20

(1.69) (2.02) -1.60* -.89

4.79 4.86
7 14 (1.25) (1.56)

.34 +.07

a 5.25
(2.27)

5.44
(.96) .62 +.19

6.93 5.40
10 15 (2.66) (2.35) -1.53*

5.87 5.12
11 16 (1.75) (1.20) .48 -.75 -.22

3.50 5.83
12 (1.05) (3.19) .93 +2.33* +3.04* .30

6.52 6.00
11 (1.97) (1.97) .56 -.52

6.35 5.65
12 34 (2.45) (2.21) .69 -.71

aStandard deviations are in parentheses.
bCorrelation between pretest and posttest scores.
arhe mean gain for the project group minus the mean gain for the Weber comparison group.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.

isg 173



Table 9

Pretest and posttest means and standard deviations for HOLTOT (total holistic,
Influential Person" plus "Increased Homework") scores.

School

A

Grade

11

12

11

12

Prea Posta r Change Ex-

12
11.67
(3.17)

10.75
(3.25)

15
13.33
(3.02)

_2.

(3.62)

18 (3.24)
12.83
(3.42)

14
17.14
(2.54)

17.43
(3.27)

26
.85

(3.34)
10.11
(3.13)

12

11

12

11

11

12

7

29

24

14.41
(3.73)

12.21
(3.78)

11.31
(3.02)

2.82)

.57 -.92 -.02

.75 +.65

.74 -.17 +.73

.24 +.29 +1.67

.53 -3.73* -2.8

.66 -3.10* -1.72*

.73 +1.7

. 01

. 01

.10

15
11.00
(2.45)

24
13.71
(4.90)

22
12.73
(3.59)

20
13.30
(2.41)

14
9.07
(2.06)

16
9.25
(2.95)

10

11

12

11

12

12.80
15 (4.87)

16
12.06
(3.13)

6 3.14)

12.70
(3.33)

13.21
(4.37)

12.53
(2.70) .56 +1.53* +2.92* .11

13.21
(4.09) 9 -.50 +.40

11.86
(3.23) .62 -.86 +.04 .00

10.
(3.21) .41 -2.40* 1.02 .01

9.93
(2.92) .45 +.86

10.37
(1.93) .58 +1.12

10.60
(4.31) .69 -2.20*

9.81
(2.59) .77 -2.25* -1.35 .02

9.50
(4.85) .70 +1.17 +2.55*

11.80
(3.86) -.90

11.82
(4.66) .86 -1.38*

aStandard deviations are in parentheses
b-
-Correlation between pretest and posttest scores.
cThe mean gain for the project group minus the mean gain for the Weber comparison group.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 10

Pretest and poattest means and standard deviations for SURTOT (upinions About Wri ng)
scores.

School

A

Grade

11 12

12 16

11 18

12 14

26

12

11 24

12 15

11 24

11

12

7 14

8 16

10 15

11 16

12

11

12 34

Prea Posta rk Changec 2
rpb

.62 +9.75 +6.17 .03

.74 +6.37 +5.25 .02

82.50
(20.33)

72.75
(20.64)

76.62
(28.06)

70.25
(29.80)

o
13.99)

66.31
(15.10)

69.65 69.31
(14.94) (12.83) .73 +.35

71.41
(16.12)

68.00
(12.47) .84 +3.41

68.29 63.12
(20.63) (16.57) +5.17

-3.23 .01

+2.30

+1.59

76.60
(21.56)

79.80
(21.35) .70 -3.20 -4.32 .01

70.71 70.46
(21.12) (20.52) .77 +.25 -3.32 .01

68.78 65.61
(13.35) (12.21) .53 +3.17

74.25
(18.13)

68.30
(14.43) .82 +4.83 .02

66.64
(18.37)

67.07
(20.62) .82 -.43

72.50 72.44
(10.53) (20.66) .64 +.06

77.60 77.80
(23.09) (16.71) .77 -.20

76.75 77.75
(22.69) (17.86) .81 -1.00 -4.57 .01

76.67 67.83
(28.34) (20.89) .89 +8.83 +7.72

72.57 69.00
(15.98) (15.52) .73 +3.57

75.41
(14.55)

74.29
(14.81) .86 +1.12

aStandard deviations are in parentheses.
Correlation between pretest and posttest scores.
cOn SURTOT, lower scores indicate more positive attitudes, so a change to a lower mean
receives a plus sIgn.
he mean gain for the project group minus the mean gain for the Weber comparison group .

eSURTOT pretests from Spanish Fork High School nrwer reached the statewide evaluator,
so the pretest means and standard deviations end the pre-post correlation coefficient
are not available.
*Statistically significant at the .05_1evel.
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Table 11

Posttest means and standard deviations for OMPIOT (Opinions
About Writing with ComputerS Survey) scores.

School__ Grade__ _Post

A 11 12
15.83
(5.22)

12 15
18.13
(5.42)

B 11 18
15.72
(6.20)

12 14
15.79
(5.22)

11 26
20.46
(7.29)

12 29
18.62
(5.75)

11 24
20.62
(6.77)

12 15
22.67
(3.75)

16.20
(4.03)

23
23.48
(6.96)

12
1965.

(4.36)

7 14
15.14
(5.19)

16.25
8

10

11

12

14

16

6

1957.

(5.29)

2075.

(5.11)

26.00
(3.90)

II 11
21.40
(5.03)

12 34
21.94
(4.66)

Note. Only posttest scores were obtained on COMPIVT. Also' on
OOMPTOT, lower scores indicate more positive attitudes.
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Appendix J

Analyses of Adjusted and Unadjusted Posttest Means
(Tables 12 through 19)
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Table 12

Analyses of covariance for TOTWD (tota). WANDAH revisions) scores.

school Grade
=

r2
pb

11 12

12 14

11 17

12 14

11 25

12 27

11 24

12 15

22

11 20

12 19

11 16

12 5

2.16

3.32

.49

3.25

.72

.61

2.79

1.50

1.49 -1.07 .01 2.13 -02

.80 -.18 .41

1.51 +.65 .02 .73 .01

.97 +2.35 .16 13.36* .23

37 1.54 -1.02 -.01 3.79

.87 +2.38 .20 15.41* .22

37 1.52 -.SO 2.10 .03

.87 -.26 .37 .32 .01

37 1.44 +1.35 -.19 4.16* .07

37 1.53 -.03

31 .95 .64 .30 +5.18* .10

37 1-54 -.67 -.03 1.01 .02

33 .85 +1.16 .34 1_60

4Difference between adjusted posttest means.
b-
-Correlation between pretest and posttest scores with the two groups pooled.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 13

Analyses of covariance for t- al nonWANDAH revisions) score

School Grade N 7 Diff.a Ejb

A 11

12

11

Adj.

.90

14 2.37

17 5.34

12 14 6.61

11 24 2.37

12 5 3.66

33

39

33

37

11 25 1.10 37

12 27 4.51 31

12 15 2.10 31

11 22 5.50 37

11 20 2.02 37

12 19 ..30 31

11 16 2.47 37

33

Adj. 2
rpb

2.36 -1=46 .07 1.83

1.23 +1.14 .44 2.56 .05

2.43 +2.91 .13 8.22* .10

1.65 +4.96 .23 19.11* .28

2.46 -1.36 .07 2.66

1.17 +3.34 .33 23.76* .28

2.52 -.15 .02

1.32 +.78

2.52 +2.98

2.51 -.49

1.46 -1.16

2.48 -.01 -.15

=40 1.18 .03

_02 7.85* .11

.03 .29

.47 5.84* .11

1.35 +2.31 .40 3.11

4Difference between adjusted posttest means.
bCorrelat1on between pretest and posttest scores with the two groups pooled.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 14

Analyses of covariance for RVTOT (total revisions# WANDAH plus nonWANDAH) score

School Grade Adj. 3

A 11 12 1.31 39

12 14 2.94 33

11 17 7.53 39

12 14 9.93 33

11 25 1.59 37

27 7.80 31

11 24 3.12 37

12 15 2.70 31

11 22 8.19 37

11 20 3.50 37

12 19 .39 31

11 16 3.33 37

5 5.59 33

Adj Di

3.85 -2.54 .03 2.46 .05

2.05 +. .43 .02

3.93 +3.60 5.40*

2.62 +7.31 .21 22.31* .31

4.00 -2.41 04 3.64

2.00 +5.80 .33 30.

4_03 -.91 .50

2.20 +.50 40 .25 .01

4.02 +4_17 -.06 7.96* .11

.36

4.05 -.55 .17

2.41 -2 02 8.14* .15

4.02 - .18

2.21 +3.38 .35 2.71 .07

aDifference between adjusted posttest means.
bCorrelation between pretest and posttest scores with the two groups pooled.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 15

Analyses of covariance for HOLLT (holistic, "Increased Homework") scores.

School Grade Adj. 7 Gift-a r;-
-pb

Adj.

A 11 12 5.61 40 5.71 -.10 .44 .02

12 15 5.63 34 -.45 .70 .01

11 17 6.11 5.87 +.24 .46 .19

12 14 7.99 33 6.56 1.43 .72 5.77* .11

11 25 4.58 37 5.93 -1.35 6.28*

12 27 5.31 31 6. -1.28 .64 6.15* .10

11 24 6.59 37 5.68 +.91. .45 3.34 .05

12 15 7.26 5.83 +1.43 .74 5.52* .11

11 22 6.17 37 5.88 +.29 .48 .01

1/ 20 5.81 37 5.83 -.02 .48

12 19 5.86 31 6.26 -.40 .72 -65 .01

11 16 4.68 37 5.71 -1.03 .48 3.55 .07

12 6 5.16 5.91 -.75 .74 .80 .02

11 18 5.84 -.29 .55 .41 .016.13

11 18 6.56

J

-.20 .46 01120 6.76

12 14 8.67 20 7.88 +.79 .71 1.90

a-Difference between adjusted posttest means.
bcorrelation between pretest and posttest scores with the t
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 16

Analyses of covariance foc HOLIN (holistic, "An Influential Person") scores.

School Grade

11 12 5.52

12 15 6.97

B 11 17 6.37

12 14 7.93

11 25 5.31 37

12 27 5.72

11 24 6.54

12 15 6.73 31 5.65

E 11 22 6.83 37 5.95

11 20 5.78 37 5.81 -.03 .47

Adj. Adj TRT Diff.a E

5.97 -.45 .51 .01

34 5.75 +1.22

39 5.91 +.46

33 6.03 1.90

5.96 -.65

.71 6.55*

.45 1.06 .02

-48 7.68* .15

.50 2.39

.12

.40 2.33

.57 3.14 -07

.43 3.02 .05

31 5.86 - 14

37 5.91 +.63

+1-

12 19 4.95

G 11 16 5.29

12 6 7.50

5.83 -.88 .58

37 5.86 -.57 .45

34 5.35 +2.15 .67

2.78

1.58 .03

6.20* .14

aDifference between adjusted posttest means.
bcorrelation between pretest and posttest scores with the two groups pooled.
*StatistiCally significant at the .05 level.
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Table 17

Analyses of covariance for HOLTOT (total holistic, 'An Influential person" plus
"tncreased Homework") scores.

School Grade N Adj. N Adj. 7

A 11

12

11

12

11

12

11

12

11

11

12

11

12

12 11 40 11.63

15 12.52 34 11.86

17 12.50 39 11.77

14 15.24 33 12.87

25 9.70 37 12.02

27 10.94 31 12.52

24 13.19 37 11.54

15 14.02 31 1 .41

22 12.90 37 11.88

.33

11.62 37 11.62

19 10.74 31 12.13

10.07 37 11.52

6 13.35 34 11.14

Diff.a F ra
-pb

.64 .10

+.66 34 .78 .02

+.73 58 .79 .01

2 37 .77 5.79* .11

-2.32 .57 8.88 .13

-1.58 .77 5.36*

.63 5_56*

+2.61 .81 9.02* .18

+1.02 .55 1.34 .02

.61

-1.39 .79 3.33

-1.45 .62 2.16 .06

+2.21 .84 3.15

'Difference between adjusted posttest mean2=
b -Correlation between pretest and posttest scores with the two groups pooled.
*Statistically significant aE the .05 level.



Table 18

Analyses of covariance for SUR Opinions About Writing Survey scores.

School Grade N Adj. Diff.a rm F 2
rpbX N Adj. 7

11 12 67.55 40 70.56 +3.01 .69 .52 .01

16 69.57 34 74.61 +5.04 .78 1.63 .03

11 18 76.71 40 69.00 -7.71 3.17 .05

12 14 66.31 34 74.29 +7.98 2.79

11 25 71.18 37 67.45 -3.73 .74 2.16

12 27 69.07 31 72.59 +3.52 .87 3.37 .05

Ll 24 64.48 37 67.15 +2.67 .73 .86 .01

12 78.54 31 74.28 +4.26 .80 1.34 .03

11 22 69.15 37 67.26 +1.89 .72 .36 .01

20 66.24 37 67.41 +1.17 .64 .14

12 19 68.94 31 73.71 +4.77 .86 4.46*

11 16 75.33 37 69.07 -6.26 .77 3.77 .07

12 6 66.98 74.44 +7.46 .86 4.35* .10

aDifference between adjusted posttest means. On SURTOT1 lower scores indicate more
positive attitudes, so the group with the lower mean receives a plus sign.

b-correlation between pretest and posttest scores with the two groups pooled.
cThe Spanish Fork SURTOT pretests never reached the statewide evaluator, so the
posttest means are unadjusted and analysis of variance, rather than analysis of
covariance, was used to test the differences between means for statistical
significance and as the basis for the r2
*Statistically significant at the .05 le e _
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Table 19

Analyses of var nce for COMPTOT (Opinions About Writing with Lomputers Survey)
scores.

School Grade Diff.a F r2pb

A

12

11

12

11

12

11

12

11

11

12

11

12

12 15.83 40 21.40 +5.57 11.11* .18

15 18.13 34 21.94 6.29* .12

18 15.90 40 21.40 +5.50 12.65* .18

14 16.02 34 21.94 +5.92 14.60* .24

26 20.46 40 21-40 +.94 .37

21.94 +3.34 6.29* .10

24 20.62 40 21.40 +.78 .27

5 22.29 34 21.94 -.35

20 16.25

23 2

19.65

21.40 +5.15 15.29* .21

21.40 -2.10 1.87 .03

34 21.94 +2.29 3.18

21.40 -.65 .18 .00

34 21.94 -4.06 4-03* .10

16 20.75

6 26.00

aDifference between posttest means. On COMPTOT, lower scores indicate more
positive attitudes, so the group with the lower mean receives a plus sign.
*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Appendix K

Analyses Sent to Third-party Evaluators
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BUREAU OF

RESEARCH SERVICES

UNIC 28

UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY. LOGAN, UTAH 84322

Dr. Norman F. Hyatt
310 MCKB/BYU
Provo, UT 84602

Dear Norm;

SAMPLE

June 12, 1966

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
TELEPHONE1801)7543.1489

Enclosed are computer printouts for the analysis of data for the WANDAH
productivity project at the Spanish Fork High School. As you will recall, it
was agreed at our October 2/ 1985, WANDAH evaluation meeting in Salt Lake
City that I would randomly select a sample of approximately 25% of the
students who took the May 1965 writing assessment and who had both pre and
post writing assesSments available at each WANDAH site. That was done. It
has/ however/ been difficult to maintain that sample due to attrition over
the four testings (two pretest and two posttest writing samples). We have
replaced students randomly when necessary; but in some cases the sample size
has diminished somewhat below the initial sample size and we have not always
been able to maintain the female-male balance I sought.

I was to attempt to have scores for each sample to the third party
evaluator by June 1, and that listing is enclosed. I have done some analyses
of the data as well, and those analyses are enclosed along wlth a list of
the printouts for your data. Also enclosed is a brief description of the
&pendent measures and a summary of inter-rater agreement and reliability
coefficients for the dependent measures. The procedures for holistic and
revisions scoring will be described in my state-wide evaluation report, and
you may want to note that in your report.

The affalyses were run using SPSS-X- Note that the MANOVA program which
we used for the analyses of covariance (and you can tell each is an analysis
of covariance by the presence of a Regression source of variation in the
table, despite'the ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE heading) first provides the cell
means and standard deviations for the pre- and the posttest dependent
measures. Each analysis of covariance and analysis of variance Source of
Vaf:iation table contains a CONSTANT source of variation. The F-ratio for the
constant is used to test whether the regression line passes through the point
of origin (actually, whether any deviation from the point of origin is
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Dr. Norman F. Hyatt
June 12, 1986
Page 2

greater than one would expect by chance). In essence, this is the same as
asking whether the mean:for all of the scores is significantly different from
zero. For our purposes, it is of no interest.

You will also notice in the printouts tor the analyses of covariance,
two Source of Variation tables. The first one, which begins with a WITHIN
CELLS source of variation, is the major one of interest- It contains the
tests of significance for the differences among adjusted means. The second
table, which starts with a WITHIN+RESIDUAL source of variation, tests for
homogeneity of regression lines. The last two items in that table--the
dependent measure by SCHOL and by GENDER--are the only items of interest.
These tests of significance indicate the probability of obtaining the
differences among the sample regression lines under the null hypothesis
that the regression lines are homogeneous. You will recall that homogeneity
of regression is an assumption underlying the use of analysis of covariance-
However, as with the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances,
analysis of covariance is relatively robust in regard to violation of the
assumption of homogeneity of regression. Nevertheless, in cases where the F-
ratio indicates statistical significance, caution in interpretation would be
prudent. Ignore the adjusted and estimated means provided after each
WITHIN+RESIDUAL source of variation.table-

Recall, too, that although we randomly selected the samples students
were not randomly assigned to treatment groups. This means that the
statistical significance of results must be interpreted in terms of their
likelihood had the students been assigned randomly to treatments.

Pre-post mean comparisons were run with the thoucht that you might be
interested in the gains of your WANDAH group irrespective of the comparisons
with Weber, which has been used as a comparison group for all sites.

Following each covariance Source of Variation table, you will find the
adjusted cell and marginal means. Despite the label "Adjusted and Estimated
Means", the means are only adjusted: The design was in general sufficiently
balanced so that we did not weight the means for differences in n's. Also,
you may note slight discrepancies in n's between analyses- These are due to
different SPSS procedures for handling missing data with different analyses.
The one-way analyses of covariance will have the most complete n's.

Note, too, that for the COMPTOT dependent measure (Attitudes Toward
Writing with the Computer), only an analysis of variance or t-test could oe
done because pretest scores were riot available. That wil) be evident because
there will not be a Regression source of variation, nor will there be a
Source of Variation table with a WITHIN+RESIDUAL source of variation-

Probably the only other thing that I need to note, Norm/ is a reminder
that the pretest for the Opinion of Writing Survey never reached me and could
not be located. Consequently, I have only been able to run an analysis of
variance on the SURTOT posttest data. Also, you will recall that we had the
holistic writing sample for only grade 11 at the Payson High School.
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Dr. Norman F. Hyatt
June 12, 1986
Page 3

believe that the printouts are fairly straightforward, and I hope that
the information is interpretable I do know, however, that computer
printouts can be baffling; so do not hesitate to call me (750-1469) if youhave any questions. 1 hope to get away for a two- or three-day vacation
during the week of June 16. If you call and I am not here, ask for my
graduate assistant (Joseph Jesunathadas) who ran the computer analyses forme. He understands the printouts as well as I do, or perhaps better.

Good luck with your report!

Sincerely,

_
es P. Shaver
ofessor and
-sociate Dean
or Research

JP

Enclosures

cc: George McCulley



WANZAB EVALUATION

Printouts: Pleasant Grove

Number Analysis*

1 Pleasant Grove and Weber' Grade 11
1-way ANOVA, COMP=

1-way COVAR

2 Pleasant Grove and Weber, Grade 12
1-way ANOVA

1-way COVAR

Pleasant Groves Grades 11 and 12
Pre-post means, t-tests no CQMPTCT)

*ANOVA = analysis of variance
OMAR = analysis of covariance
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WANMAH EVALUATION

Printouts: S anish Fork

Number Analysis*

1 Spanish Fork and Payson, Grade 11
2 (school) X 2 (gender) COVAR, HOLLT

2 Spanish Fork and Springville, Grade 11
2 (school) X 2 (gender) COVAR, HOLLT

Spanish Fork and Springville, Grade 12
2 (school) X 2 (gender) OOVAR, HOLLT

4 Spanish Fork and Weber, Grade 11
2 X 2 ANOVA, COMPTOT and POSURTOT

5

2 X 2 COVAR

Spanish Fork and Weber, Grade 12
2 X 2 ANOVA, COMPTOT and POSURTOT

2 X 2 OOVAR

6 Spanish Fork, Grades 11 and 12
Pre-post means, t-tests (no COMPTOT)

7 Payson, Grade 11; Springville, Grades 11 and 12
Pre-post means, HOLLT, t-tests

8 Spanish Fork and Weber, Grade 11
I-way ANOVA, OOMPTOT and POSURTOT

9

I-way COVAR

Spanish Fork and Weber, Grade 12
I-way ANOVA, OOMPTOT and POSURTOT

1-way ODVAR

ANOVA = analySiS of variance
COVAR = analysis of covariance
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WANDAB EVALUATION

Printouts: Mountain Cr

Number Analysis*

1 Mountain Crest and Weber Grade 11
2 (sch001) X 2 (gender ) ANOVA, COMPTOT means

2

2 X 2 COVAR

Mountain Crest and Weber, Grade 12
2 (school) X 2 (gender) ANOVA, COMPTOT means

2 X 2 COVAR

Mountain Crest' Grades 11 and 12
Pre-poist means' t-tests (no COMPTCT)

4 Mountain Crest and Weber, Grade 11
1-way ANOVA, COMPTCT

1-way ODVAR

5 Mountain Crest and Weber, Grade 12
1-way ANOVA' COMPTOT

1-way COVAR

*ANOVA = analysis of variance
COVAR = analysis of covariance
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WANDAH EVALUATION

Printouts: Logan

Number Analysis*

1 Logan and Weber, Grade 11
2 (school) X 2 (gender) ANOVA, OD MPTOT means

2 X 2 COVAR

2 Logan/ Grade 11
Pre-post means, t-teSts (no COMPTOT)

Logan and Weber' Grade 11
I-way ANOVA/ COMPTOT

1-way ODVAR

*ANOVA = analysis of variance
COVAR = analysis of covariance



WANDAH EVALUATION

Printouts: Park City

NUmber Analysis*

Park City and Weber, Grade 11
2 (school) X 2 (gender ) ANOVA/ CMPT means

2 X 2 OOVAR

Park City and Weber, Grade 12
2 (school) X 2 gender) ANOVA/ COMPTOT means

2 X 2 00VAR

Park City/ Grades 11 and 12
Pre-post means, t-tests (no COMPTOT)

4 Park City and Weber/ Grade 11
1-way ANOVA/ COMPTOT means

1-way COVAR

5 Park City and Weber, Grade 12
1-way ANOVA, COMPTOT means

1-way OOVAR

*ANOVA = analysis of variance
ODVAR = analysis of covariance
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WANDAH EVALUATION

Printouts: North Summit

Analysis*

North Summit, Grades 7, 8, and 10
pre-post means, t-tests (no COMPTOT).

2 North Summit and Weber, Grade 11
2 (school) X 2 (gender) ANOVA, OOMPTOT means

North Summit and Weber/ Grade 11
2 X 2 00VAR

4 North Summit and Weber, Grade 12
1-way ANOVA, COMPTOT means

1-way 00VAR

5 North Summit, Grades 11 and 12
pre-post means, t-tests (no COMPTOT)

6 North SUmmit and Weber, Grade 11
1-way ANOVA, OOMPI.OT means

1-way 00VAR

*ANOVA = analysis of variance
COVAR = analysis of covariance
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